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1.0

INTRODUCTION

Between January 2017 and May 2018, the Killeen-Temple Metropolitan Planning Organization
(KTMPO), in partnership with the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), contracted with a
consultant to conduct a study to evaluate the feasibility of upgrading and possibly relocating a
portion of U.S. Highway (US) 190 in Bell County, Texas. The portion of US 190 studied extends from
Farm-to-Market Road (FM) 1670, west of Interstate 35 (I-35), to the northern limit of the planned
Rogers Relief Route in the eastern portion of the county. Figure 1 shows the US 190 study area, as
originally established, in relation to Bell County and the cities of Belton, Temple, Little River-Academy
and Rogers. This report serves to document the purpose, process, findings, and recommendations of
the US 190 Feasibility Study.
Figure 1 • Initial Study Area
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2.0

PROPOSED FACILITY AND DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS

The feasibility study included the evaluation of proposed route options that would begin at FM 1670,
west of I-35, and end at the intersection of the Rogers Relief Route north of the City of Rogers. Within
these limits, US 190 would be upgraded to a controlled access freeway. Consistent with TxDOT policy,
it was assumed that frontage roads would be provided in those areas where an existing roadway
would be upgraded. In new location (“greenfield”) areas, it was assumed that frontage roads would not
be provided.
For purposes of this feasibility study, major design assumptions included:
• two main lanes in each direction (except under one scenario along I-35);
• two to three lane frontage roads, where provided;
• 70 mile per hour (mph) main lane design speed;
• frontage roads to be constructed, as noted above, in accordance with TxDOT’s frontage road
policy;
• overpass vertical clearance not less than 18’-6”;
• direct connectors to/from I-35; and,
• 400-foot right-of-way (typical) width.
Additional right-of-way would not be required along existing I-14, I-35 or US 190 west of 5th Street in
Temple (approximately 2.6 miles east of I-35) as these roadways are already built to interstate
highway standards and would require little or no improvement.
Four distinct conceptual layouts of the roadway were developed. Depending upon site conditions,
various combinations of these configurations were assumed along each of the route options. These
configurations are shown in Figures 2 and 3, below. It is important to note that although a barrierseparated section with a reduced right-of-way requirement (350 feet) was developed for use in highly
constrained areas, as was a reduced-width rural section without frontage roads, for cost estimating
and engineering/environmental analysis purposes, a right-of-way width of 400 feet was assumed
(consistently) for all areas where additional right-of-way would be required.

June 2018 • pg. 2

Final Report
Figure 2 • Conceptual Configurations
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Figure 3 • Conceptual Configurations (cont.)
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3.0

PROCESS OVERVIEW

An iterative and interactive process was used throughout the feasibility study to identify, evaluate and
vet route options. To facilitate community and stakeholder involvement and validate study findings, a
working group was formed, project goals and objectives were established, and a public open house
was held.

3.1

US 190 WORKING GROUP

Although sponsored by KTMPO, the overarching goal was for the US 190 Feasibility Study to be
community-driven. To that end, KTMPO established a working group to guide the study and
provide input. KTMPO selected the working group by identifying and reaching out to key
organizations and stakeholders throughout the project study area. Each organization was
asked to recommend two representatives to join the working group, including a primary
representative and a back-up if the first person was unable to attend. Working group
membership included elected officials, city/county representatives, other stakeholders (such
as the Farm Bureau) and the public. Although the organizations represented in the working
group did not change at each meeting, original members occasionally sent substitutes. Others
who were not part of the working group were permitted to be observers during meetings and
leave comment forms.
The goals and objectives, route options, and evaluation criteria presented in this report were
developed with input from and the concurrence of the working group.
The working group met four times throughout the course of the study:
• April 28, 2017 (Identified goals and objectives; identified “conceptual route
options”);
• July 14, 2017 (Narrowed the range of conceptual route options to identify
“preliminary route options”; established evaluation criteria);
• September 22, 2017 (Reviewed/discussed the preliminary route option
evaluation findings; identified “primary route options”); and,
• April 4, 2018 (Reviewed open house input and primary route option evaluation
findings, and discussed the group’s recommendations).
At Working Group Meeting #4, a representative from U.S. Rep. John Carter’s office attended,
along with Texas Rep. Hugh Shine. Rep. Shine delivered a comment in support of the Pink +2
Route. A representative from U.S. Rep. John Carter’s office also attended WG #2.
A complete list of US 190 working group members is found in Appendix A. Also included in
Appendix A are summaries of each working group meeting.

3.2

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The study goals and objectives, as identified by the working group are shown in Table 1. These
goals and objectives served as the basis for development of the evaluation criteria used to
screen the field of preliminary options and, subsequently, identify the primary route options
and recommended route options.
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Table 1 • Study Goals & Objectives
Enhance east/west connectivity
• Improve access to Little River- Academy and Rogers
• Utilize existing roadways as much as possible
• Provide more reliable travel times
• Enhance access to schools, hospitals, and emergency services
Accommodate existing and projected traffic volumes
• Relieve existing congestion
• Accommodate traffic resulting from ongoing growth
• Plan for and mitigate future traffic congestion
Enhance safety
• Route large trucks away from populated areas
• Enhance access and reliability for first responders (EMS, firefighters, police)
Support growth and economic development
• Positively impact businesses (especially small businesses)
• Promote economic development
• Minimize construction-phase impacts
Provide cost-effective and environmentally-efficient options
• Minimize effects on private property

June 2018 • pg. 6

Final Report
4.0

IDENTIFICATION OF ROUTE OPTIONS

A multi-stepped process was utilized to identify, refine and evaluate US 190 route options. The process
began with identification of “conceptual route options.” The full set of conceptual route options was
then evaluated in order to identify “preliminary route options” and, subsequently, “primary route
options.” Each step in the process is described below.
Step 1 – Identify Conceptual Route Options – Conceptual route options were identified through a
facilitated group exercise at the April 28, 2017 working group meeting. At that meeting, the working
group was divided into three smaller groups. Each group was provided with a map of the study area
showing constraints such as existing development, floodplains, and waterways. Each group was
provided with markers and was asked to identify, discuss, and draw possible routes for US 190.
Although a pre-determined study area – identified by KTMPO and TxDOT in advance of the working
group meeting – was shown on the maps, the groups were given the latitude to draw routes extending
outside the study area.
After the small group work sessions, each group “reported out” to the larger group. Although routes
differed from table to table, commonalities were apparent between the three groups. Each small group
identified a route that followed existing US 190, a central route (either following existing FM 93 or
generally paralleling it), and a southern route utilizing a combination of existing FM 436 and new
location around Little River-Academy.
Step 2 – Compile and Map Options – The next step in the process was for the project team to compile
the conceptual route options and develop a (draft) conceptual route options map. Similar options were
combined to minimize redundancy, with all concepts identified by the working group captured on the
map. Figure 4 shows the conceptual routes as identified by the working group.
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Figure 4 • Conceptual Route Options
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Step 3 (Narrow the Range of Route Options) – The various conceptual route options identified by the
working group (denoted by letter identifiers on Figure 4) combined to create a total of 40 unique “endto-end” route options. At the second working group meeting (July 14th), the group was again asked to
consider route options. This time the goal was to reduce the number of route options based on the
goals and objectives to a more manageable sub-group that would later be evaluated in more detail.
A facilitator from the project team led the working group (working in three smaller groups) through a
discussion of the pros/cons of each conceptual route option. For purposes of this discussion, the
options were organized by those in 1) the western portion of the study area (those generally in the
vicinity of I-35), 2) the northern portion (including the existing US 190 alignment and those in the
vicinity of FM 93), and 3) the southern portion of the study area (including FM 436 and routes around
Little River-Academy). After the facilitator’s presentation, each of the three smaller groups discussed
the route options, reached consensus regarding options recommended for elimination, and then
reported out to the larger group.
Discussions during this group exercise led to several modifications to the route options:
• Option E was extended to the south to intersect with Options B and C.
• A connection from Option H to Option D was added.
• Option J was modified to avoid impacting the expansion site for an existing water treatment
plant.
• In addition, the project team was directed to explore shifting Options B and C further to the
south (possibly along Shanklin Road – south of the Bell County Exposition Center and outside
of the study area).
The route options endorsed by the working group are shown in Figure 5. This figure reflects the
changes to Options E and H discussed above. The possible modifications to Options B, C, and J
required more in-depth exploration which occurred in conjunction with Step 4.
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Figure 5 • Modified Conceptual Route Options
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Step 4 (Refine the Route Options and Identify Preliminary Options) – During Step 4, the project team
shifted Options B, C, and J per the direction of the working group. Shifting Options B and C resulted in
an expansion to the southwest corner of the US 190 study area. Additionally, during Step 4, the team
identified the various combinations of options remaining after Step 3 in order to establish the full
range of end-to-end route options. In total, nine unique, end-to-end route options were identified.
Up to this point in the route options development process, options had been identified without
consideration of engineering and geometric requirements. Applicable design standards were applied
during Step 4, particularly those pertaining to horizontal curve radii. The route options were refined
accordingly.
The nine end-to-end route options, as refined and adjusted during Step 4, constituted the set of
preliminary route options evaluated during the course of the US 190 Feasibility Study. The nine
preliminary route options and the associated expanded study area are shown in Figure 6.
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Figure 6 • Preliminary Route Options and Expanded Study Area
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Step 5 (Preliminary Route Options Evaluation) – The project team screened the nine preliminary route
options between working group meetings 2 and 3 using the evaluation criteria approved by the
working group. The team concluded that the results of the screening process were inconclusive (the
results were too similar when comparing one option to another to be used for the intended purpose).
The screening results were presented at the third working group meeting (September 22, 2017); the
working group concurred with the team’s assessment.
Step 6 (Identification of Primary Route Options) – In the absence of meaningful screening results,
during its September meeting the working group participated in a facilitated exercise to review the
preliminary route options and identify the primary route options (those options to be studied further).
During this exercise, the working group was divided into smaller groups by table.
Each table discussed the various route options and identified those which they recommended to carry
forward. Table discussions focused on the goals and objectives of the feasibility study, as well as
potential effects – both positive and negative – of the various route options. Each group reported their
recommendations to the larger group. A member of the project team then led the entire working group
in a discussion of the results which led to consensus and identification of five primary route options.
The five primary route options, which are designated by color (pink, blue, brown, black, and aqua), are
shown in Figure 7. Additional information about the process that led to identification of the route
options can be found in the Preliminary Route Options Technical Memorandum (Appendix B) and the
Primary Route Options Technical Memorandum (Appendix C).
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Figure 7 • Primary Route Options

June 2018 • pg. 14

Final Report
5.0

PRIMARY ROUTE OPTIONS EVALUATION

The five primary route options were presented for public review and comment at an open house on
November 30, 2017. Subsequent to the open house, the options were screened using a more refined
set of criteria, detailed cost estimates were developed, and travel demand modeling was performed.
While the evaluation criteria used during this second screening were more refined (intended to yield
more meaningful information than was obtained from the screening of the preliminary route options –
see Section 4.0, Step 5), the criteria remained true to the goals and objectives established by the
working group.
It should be noted that two scenarios were evaluated for the pink route. The first scenario, herein
referred to as the “Pink Route,” assumed that no reconstruction would be required along existing I-14,
I-35 or US 190 west of 5th Street in Temple. The second scenario assumed the addition of one main
lane in each direction on I-35. This scenario is herein referred to as the “Pink+2 Route” and is
consistent with KTMPO’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan. Because the right-of-way footprint is the
same for the Pink Route and the Pink+2 Route, for most evaluation factors there is no difference
between the two scenarios. However, notable differences are realized when evaluating cost and travel
demand.
The input received from the public at the open house, results of the travel demand modeling, and the
findings from the ongoing goals/objectives screening are summarized below. Construction cost
estimates for each of the route options are also presented.

5.1

PUBLIC INPUT

An open house was held from 5:00 – 7:30 PM on Thursday, November 30, 2017. The open
house was held in the Assembly Hall of the Bell County Expo Center. The purpose of the open
house was to solicit public input on the proposed project and the five primary route options. It
should be noted that the two scenarios for the Pink Route were presented as a single option. A
total of 207 people registered their attendance at the open house by signing in. In conjunction
with the open house, an online survey was available as an additional means of providing public
input. The complete Open House Summary is included in Appendix D.
In total, 428 online surveys were completed and 75 written comments were submitted either
at the public meeting or by the December 15, 2017, deadline for submission of comments.
Overall, the Pink Route received the most support from the public. The Black Route was the
most opposed.
To objectively evaluate the comments and the level of public support/opposition, the team
reviewed each public comment and determined whether it expressed support, opposition or
was neutral with regard to a specific route option. Typically, those comments that were
classified as neutral either asked specific questions or made a general/specific comment
about a route option without expressing either support or opposition.
The next step was to tally the total number of comments in support/opposition by route option
(neutral comments were not factored into the evaluation process). Each route option was then
ranked from 1 to 5 for “most support” and “most opposition.” For support, the option with the
most support was given a ranking of 1, the option with the second highest number of
supportive comments was ranked as 2, etc. Inversely, for opposition, the option with the least
amount of opposition was ranked as 1, the option with the second lowest number of negative
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comments was ranked as 2, etc. For each option, the rankings for support and opposition were
then combined to create an overall score. Table 2 depicts the rankings/score for each primary
route option.
Table 2 • Public Outreach Rankings
Route Option
Pink
Brown
Blue
Aqua
Black

Support Ranking
1
3
4
2
5

Opposition Ranking
1
2
2
4
5

Overall Score
2
5
6
6
10

Using this ranking/evaluation methodology, those options with a combination of the most
support/least opposition received the lowest (best) overall score. These scores were
considered by the working group and study team when determining which options to
recommend for further development.
This methodology was effective for purposes of quantitatively ranking the route options.
Nonetheless, it should be noted that it exaggerates the differences in public opinion regarding
the route options since, with the exception of the Pink Route (which had considerable support
and the least opposition by a wide margin) the raw numbers (total number of people in
support/opposition) for each route option were very close. It should also be noted that
comments received at the open house expressed greater opposition to the Brown and Blue
Routes than to the Aqua and Black Routes. However, the online survey indicated more support
for the Brown and Blue Routes. The methodology used to establish the rankings in Table 2
blended the input received at the open house and the input received through the online survey.
Overall, the methodology accurately identifies the Pink Route as being the most
supported/least opposed and the Black Route as being the least supported/most opposed.

5.2

TRAVEL DEMAND MODELING

Travel demand modeling was a key aspect of the US 190 Feasibility Study. In total, seven
scenarios were modeled: Pink, Pink+2, the other four primary route options (Black, Brown, Blue
and Aqua) and the no-build (existing layout of US 190) scenario. The modeling served to
forecast future traffic conditions along US 190 and other roadways within the study area. The
process focused on two primary measures of transportation system performance: Vehicle Miles
of Travel (VMT) and Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT).
VMT is a measure of cumulative distance traveled by all of the trips within the study area. It
provides a measure of the total magnitude of travel and provides an indication of air quality
and other quality-of-life measures. VHT is a measure of the cumulative duration of all trips
within the study area. It provides an indication of system delay, speed, and congestion impacts.
In addition to the two performance measures described above, the ratio of roundtrip free-flow
travel time to peak-period congested travel time was compared between the cities of Belton
and Rogers (in the east-west direction) and along I-35 between the cities of Temple and Belton
(in the north-south direction). The results of travel demand modeling conducted in conjunction
with the US 190 Feasibility Study are documented in Appendix E. Compared to the no-build
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scenario, the results indicate that the Pink+2 and Aqua Routes have the greatest reduction on
travel time in the study area, and the Aqua Route provides the least congested route between
Belton and Rogers.

5.3

COST ESTIMATES

The total estimated costs of the route options are presented in Table 3 in 2018 dollars. The
total estimated cost of the route options varies from a low of approximately $361 million (Pink)
to a high of $534 million (Brown).
Table 3 • Estimated Cost of Route Options

Route
Option

Total
Miles

Roadway

Structures
(Bridges)

Structures(DC)

*Misc.

ROW Acquisition

**Contingency

Total

Pink

21.9

$104,328,053

$38,119,424

$120,000,000

$5,362,533

$39,809,019

$93,733,504

$361,200,000

Pink+2

21.9

$115,518,631

$35,995,124

$120,000,000

$5,362,533

$39,809,019

$98,391,506

$377,200,000

Blue

19.1

$144,884,318

$39,263,887

$180,000,000

$1,500,000

$75,034,659

$127,976,872

$513,900,000

Brown

19.3

$150,379,780

$39,263,887

$180,000,000

$1,500,000

$88,604,646

$129,900,283

$534,000,000

Black

20.5

$114,170,344

$40,573,837

$180,000,000

$600,000

$24,605,073

$117,370,463

$427,100,000

Aqua

19.6

$138,952,935

$41,281,137

$150,000,000

$300,000

$57,926,558

$115,686,925

$454,600,000

* Includes the cost of traffic signals and sidewalk improvements. ** To allow for inflation and other unknowns, a 10 percent mobilization
contingency, a 10 percent traffic control contingency, and a 15 percent utility relocation contingency was assumed.

As reflected in Table 3, the Pink, Pink+2, and Black routes are the least expensive routes
overall, mainly due to utilization of existing I-35 and US 190 infrastructure (that would require
little or no improvement) and existing direct connectors that could be utilized. Because the
Aqua route mostly avoids the use of existing facilities, it has higher roadway and right-of-way
costs. The Blue and Brown routes are similar in cost, as they are identical until the split at the
BNSF railroad (the Temple city limits). The Blue and Brown Routes are the most expensive to
build because of estimated right-of-way costs and the lack of existing direct connectors to/from
I-35 that could be utilized.
Additional detail pertaining to the cost estimates is provided in the Construction Cost Estimate
Technical Memorandum located in Appendix F.

5.4

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES SCREENING/EVALUATION MATRIX

As discussed in Section 4.0 (Step 5), the initial goals and objectives screening conducted for
the preliminary options proved to be inconclusive. Thus, prior to screening the primary route
options, the project team refined the evaluation criteria providing more sensitivity in the
ranking thresholds. Results of the travel demand modeling and open house input were also
June 2018 • pg. 17
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factored into the evaluation process and the estimated construction costs were considered. A
matrix was prepared to present the findings of the evaluation process (Table 4). For ease of
reference and clarity, the matrix was color coded using red, yellow and green. If a route scored
favorably for a specific criteria, it was colored green; unfavorable results were colored red; and
neutral or mid-range results were colored yellow. So, the more green shown on the matrix, the
better a route performed.
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Table 4 • Evaluation Matrix
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As can be seen in Table 4, the matrix highlights the differences between the various route options;
however, the similarities between the options are too great to use the matrix as the definitive (sole)
tool for identifying the recommended option(s). Instead, the information presented in the completed
matrix was considered by the study team and working group when formulating study findings and
recommendations.

6.0

STUDY FINDINGS

The US 190 Feasibility Study, conducted between January 2017 and May 2018, led to the
identification of several key findings. This report serves to document the findings, listed below, so
that they may be considered by future project planners and decision-makers:
•
•
•

•

The Pink Route is most supported/least opposed by the public.
At this time, the general public does not see the need to relocate US 190.
The Pink+2 Route option confirms regional planning efforts calling for the addition of a travel
lane in each direction on I-35. With the additional lanes, I-35 traffic can be accommodated
through the 2040 planning horizon.
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 report is recommended to assess land use and environmental conditions at that
time.

7.0

WORKING GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS

8.0

NEXT STEPS

When formulating its recommendations, the working group considered the results of the open house,
the goals and objectives screening/evaluation documented in Table 4, and other factors (specifically,
professional judgement and preferences of the group as a whole). At its April 4, 2018, meeting the
working group recommended that only the Pink+2 Route be carried forward into future
studies/phases of project development. Incorporated within the group’s recommendation is a
recommendation to modify KTMPO’s 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan by adding other
improvements as necessary to upgrade US 190 to interstate standards between I-35 and the Rogers
Relief Route.

The US 190 Feasibility Study was conducted at the request of KTMPO and local officials to gauge the
level of public support for the concept and identify potential route options. The working group was
created to guide the study and provide input. This report serves to document the findings of the
study as well as the recommendation of the US 190 Working Group. The information contained in
this report will be considered by KTMPO and its Transportation Planning Policy Board as
transportation funding decisions are made and the regional transportation plan (2040 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan) is updated in the future.
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Appendix A – Working Group Materials
•

Working Group Membership List

•

Summary of Working Group Meeting #1

•

Summary of Working Group Meeting #2

•

Summary of Working Group Meeting #3

•

Summary of Working Group Meeting #4
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US 190 Feasibility Study Working Group Membership
Member’s Name

Representing

Jon H. Burrows

Bell County

Sam A. Listi

City of Belton

Brynn Myers

City of Temple

Tammy Cockrum

City of Rogers

David Olson, PE

City of Killeen

David Blackburn

Temple Economic Development Corporation

Joe Craig

Rogers Independent School District

Michael Harmon

Bell County Office of Emergency Management

John Crutchfield III

Greater Killeen Chamber of Commerce

Kevin Sprinkles

Academy Independent School District

John Kiella

Belton Independent School District

Michael Moon

Texas Farm Bureau

Lynette Batts

Environmental Justice Community

Kirk Thomas

Killeen Independent School District

Robin Battershell

Temple Independent School District

Bob Browder

Temple Chamber of Commerce

Cynthia Hernandez

Belton Economic Development Corporation

Drew Lanham

City of Little River-Academy

Nicole Stairs

Belton Chamber of Commerce

Meeting Summary
U.S. 190 Working Group Meeting #1
April 28, 2017, 9:00 - 11:00 AM

Opening Remarks and Introductions
Cheryl Maxwell, Director • KTMPO
Cheryl Maxwell welcomed attendees and asked all participants to introduce themselves.
Maxwell explained that the purpose of the Working Group (WG) is to obtain feedback from
members of the community who represent a variety of community interests (elected
officials, school districts, economic development representatives, and the general public).
She asked the WG to apply their knowledge and expertise to avoid any potential issues as
we work through the US 190 Feasibility Study. She stated that the WG will help identify
preliminary route options for the relocation of US 190 and, later in the process, will help to
refine those route options and identify a set of recommended route options.
Copies of the meeting agenda and sign-in sheets are found in the Appendices A and B,
respectively. WG members were provided a copy of the study Fact Sheet (Appendix C) and
Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) (Appendix D).
Project Overview
Andy Atlas, Project Manager • CP&Y
Andy Atlas provided an overview of the project. He thanked the WG for their time and
explained that later in the meeting there would be a participatory exercise where the project
team was counting on their expertise.
Purpose of Study: United States Highway (US) 190 is a major east-west highway that serves
Belton, Temple, Rogers, and Little River-Academy. At the request of local officials, the
Killeen-Temple Metropolitan Planning Organization (KTMPO) is conducting a feasibility study
to explore options for upgrading or relocating US 190 between Farm to Market Road (FM)
1670 and FM 437. The study will investigate creating a more efficient connection to serve
the community and improve local mobility.
Timeline: The study began February 2017 and is anticipated to take approximately oneyear
to complete. Since February, the team has initiated data collection, identified a study area,
developed a constraints map, and conducted field investigations to ground-truth the
constraints map.
Study Area: Atlas described the study area (see Appendix E). He explained that the study
area was originally identified by KTMPO, but had been expanded slightly by the current
study team. He noted that later in the meeting the WG will be asked to begin identifying

possible route options. He stated that those routes can follow existing roads, create new
roads, or be a combination of the two. An alignment using existing roads would require the
addition of frontage roads, which would require additional right-of-way (ROW). Mr. Atlas
emphasized that no route options have currently been identified. He stated that the study
area included the potential Rogers bypass due to the possibility of it becoming a terminus
for the project.
Anticipated Outcome: Over the course of the study, a range of possible route options will be
identified. Later, criteria will be developed/applied to those options in order to narrow the
range of options to a subset of refined options. The refined options will then be presented
for public comment at an open house. Public input and input from the WG will be used to
identify a set of recommended route options. The recommended route options will be the
end-product of the current feasibility study.
Should KTMPO and its partners decide to advance the project further in the future, the
recommended route options would become the starting point for National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) studies and subsequent efforts. During the NEPA process, additional
public involvement and coordination with state and federal resource agencies would occur.
Issues and Opportunities
Group Discussion Facilitated by Lynda Rife • Rifeline
Lynda Rife led the WG through a facilitated discussion about issues and opportunities
pertaining to the US 190 corridor. She explained that there were comment forms for
observers and encouraged them to write down their comments (See Appendix F). She
stated there was a comment box at the back of the room to place the forms.
Rife asked the WG to identify transportation problems and issues in the area. The
participants expressed the following concerns with US 190:
 Interstate 35 (I-35) backs up all the time
 there is a lot of north-south connectivity, but not much east-west connectivity;
 construction slowdowns;
 dangers from large trucks;
 traffic on FM 93 (FM 93 needs relief);
 lack of access to cities and towns; and
 negative impacts to the economy.
Rife asked if there was a need for bike and pedestrian accommodations; the WG indicated
that there was not.
Rife also asked the WG what kinds of improvements they would like to see for US 190. The
following goals were identified:
 Congestion management (associated with future traffic projections/demand);
 east-west connectivity;
 safety;
 growth management;
 cost-effective options;
 environmentally efficient option;
 minimize effects on private property (The WG asked how wide would the highway
need to be to accommodate the improvements. The project team stated that the
typical ROW width would vary between 350-450 feet);
 minimize negative effects on other roads;
 positively impact businesses (especially small businesses); and



minimize impact on schools, fire, and police services by not cutting off local access.

Rife asked participants to provide real-time responses to live-poll questions to get a sense
for what was important to them. The top ranked considerations for the US 190 project were
safety (81% strongly agreed), economic development (53% strongly agreed), direct route
options (50% strongly agreed) and congestion mitigation (47% strongly agreed).
Environmental protection (only 1% strongly agreed) and minimizing impacts to property (only
12% strongly agreed) were not seen as crucial considerations for this project.
Review Constraints Map
Stacey Benningfield • CP&Y
Stacey Benningfield explained that the planning process generally begins with identification
of constraints. She then reviewed a constraints map of the study area with the attendees.
She stated that the study area contains a diverse range of resources. Some have regulatory
protection; others do not. She noted that often those resources that are not protected by
regulations, such as churches, are very important to communities so it is important to
consider and weigh the impact on all resources. She then discussed key resources in the
study area.
Floodplains: There are extensive floodplains in the study area. Floodplains are regulated
and can be impacted only if the project doesn’t have a significant encroachment into the
floodplain. For this reason, it is best to cross floodplains where they are narrow (which is
also more cost-effective). During the NEPA process, planners must demonstrate that
floodplain impacts have been taken into consideration.
Places of Worship and Cemeteries: Numerous churches and cemeteries are found within
the study area. Benningfield explained that while churches are not necessarily protected
(unless historic), they are valued by communities and therefore are avoided, whenever
possible, during the route planning and selection process. Cemeteries, however, are
protected and are typically considered a “fatal flaw” with regard to route planning and
selection.
Section 4(f) Resources: Section 4(f) resources include publicly-owned parks, recreation
areas, and wildlife refuges as well as properties listed on or eligible for the National Register
of Historic Places whether publicly or privately owned. Section 4(f) resources are found in
the study area. Section 4(f) resources are regulated and project planners must
demonstrate that there are no reasonable and feasible alternatives. It is usually best to
avoid these resources, if possible.
Waters of the U.S. and Wetlands: Jurisdictional waters of the U.S. and their associated
wetlands are regulated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Impacts to these
resources require permitting from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. During the route
planning and selection process, efforts must be made to avoid and/or minimize impacts.
Community Facilities: Community facilities such as schools, hospitals, law enforcement
and emergency service facilities are not protected (unless historic), but are important to the
community. Care is taken during the planning process to avoid impacting these facilities,
when possible.

Hazardous Materials: Hazardous material sites are considered a constraint because
impacting them can result in public health concerns and can be expensive. One site in the
study area has been designed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency as a “Superfund
site” which means it is included on the National Priorities List for clean-up. The site
straddles FM 93; clean-up of the site has been initiated and is on-going.
Identify Preliminary Routes
Small Group Exercise Facilitated by Lynda Rife
The WG was divided into small groups to identify potential route options. Groups were
encouraged to “free think” as they identified possible route options. Even though a study
area had been identified, the groups were informed that they were not constrained by the
study area. Route options outside the study area could also be identified and would be
considered.
WG members were assigned to each group in order to balance between geographic areas.
Each group was provided with constraints maps, markers, Post-it notes and fact sheets.
Each group was facilitated by a member of the project team. An additional group was
established of meeting observers.
Each group was first asked to identify any constraints that may have been missed during the
initial review of the area. Then they were asked to develop as many route options as
possible. Rife explained that they should brainstorm possibilities. She stated that routes do
not need to be perfect – just get them on paper. The study team will take the WG’s ideas
and apply engineering criteria to make sure they work.
After approximately 40 minutes working independently, each group selected a
spokesperson to report their findings to the larger group.
Although the groups worked independently, the recommendations of the groups were quite
similar. Each group identified one or more northern, central and southern route options.
None of the groups identified route options outside of the study area.
The northern route options generally focused on utilization of existing US 190. The central
route options generally utilized FM 93 or a combination of new location (to avoid existing
development along FM 93) and existing FM 93. The southern route options focused on
upgrading existing FM 436 and potentially Loop 121.
Several groups developed off-shoots or spurs from the existing routes to avoid impacting the
Little River-Academy area and providing better connection across I-35. All of the groups
expressed the need to minimize floodplain impacts. One of the groups emphasized that the
project needs to provide congestion relief for both Temple and Belton. The need to ensure
access to local businesses was brought up by several groups in their explanation of route
options and spurs.
After the group session, Rife asked two additional live poll questions of the WG. When
attendees were asked which issue was most important to them, the top ranked responses
were more direct routes (47%), economic development (29%), and safety (18%). Congestion
relief (6%) and environmental protection (0%) were not seen as crucial considerations for
this project.

The WG was then asked, “As routes are developed, what would your preference for the
route be?” Eighty-eight percent (88%) of the WG selected a combination of the two options
(i.e. Greenfield is OK, and follow an existing corridor with frontage roads).
Evaluation Criteria Survey
Andy Atlas, Project Manager • CP&Y
Atlas explained that a survey is being developed and will be emailed to the WG. The purpose
of the survey is to obtain their input with regard to criteria that will be developed and
subsequently used to evaluate route options.
Future Meetings & Wrap-up
Andy Atlas, Project Manager • CP&Y
Working Group Meeting 2:
Identify Refined Routes
 Open House:
Solicit Comments on Refined
Routes and Evaluation Criteria






Working Group Meeting 3: Identify
Recommended Routes
Working Group Meeting 4: Review of
Study Findings and Recommendations

Atlas reviewed the goals for the upcoming WG meetings. The second WG meeting will focus
on refined route options and on the criteria to be used to evaluate the refined route options.
Following the second WG meeting, the project team will hold an open house to solicit public
comments on the refined route options. 1 The third WG meeting will focus on identification
of the recommended route options. The fourth WG meeting (possibly via WebEx) will review
study findings and recommendations.
When asked by the project team if there were any stakeholders missing from the WG who
should be invited to the next meeting, various suggestions were made and noted (i.e. Brazos
River Authority, Blacklands Research Center, Clearwater). Places for future meetings were
also recommended (i.e. schools, Rogers Community Center). When asked if there was any
additional information that attendees wanted from the project team, the following items were
requested: a briefing on the 1990s study; typical section renderings that would display the
width of the road; population and employment projections; major traffic generators; and
community thoroughfare plans. The project team will bring this information to the next WG
meeting.

1NOTE:

Since WG meeting #1, the plan for future WG meetings has changed. WG meeting #2 will focus on evaluation
criteria and WG meeting #3 will focus on identification of the refined route options (to be presented at the open house);
thus, the current plan is to hold the open house after WG meeting #3.
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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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Meeting Summary
U.S. 190 Working Group Meeting #3
September 22, 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 #3 is to 1) walk through
the nine preliminary route options that were refined at the last meeting; 2) review and
discuss the latest evaluation matrix; and 3) identify the route options that will be presented
to the public at the November 30th Open House.
Copies of the meeting agenda and sign-in sheets are found in Appendices A and E,
respectively. WG members were provided a copy of the agenda, study Fact Sheet (Appendix
B), Open House WG Survey Results (Appendix C), and a comment form. Four comment
forms were received from WG members (Appendix D).
Overview of Preliminary Alignment Options and Adjustments
Andy Atlas, AICP, Project Manager • CP&Y
Lynda Rife• Rifeline
Andy Atlas provided an overview of the work that has been completed since WG Meeting #1. Atlas’
presentation began with a map of the original study area, followed by a map of the 40 route
combinations that WG members proposed, which included options along existing United States
Highway (US) 190, Farm to Market Road (FM) 93, FM 436, Loop 121, FM 1670 and a new location.
At WG Meeting #2, WG members narrowed down those 40 route options to 9 route options. Per the
request of WG members, the project team also extended the US 190 Feasibility Study area to
accommodate a route along Shanklin Road. Atlas then presented the 9 remaining route options,
which have been refined by the project team to meet TxDOT standards and to accommodate 70
miles per hour (MPH) design speed.
Lynda Rife explained that WG members are now tasked with the goal to narrow down these 9 route
options to approximately 4 – 6 options, which can then be presented to the public at the November
30th Open House. Rife asked WG members to discuss which top three routes they think should
move forward based on their knowledge of the local area. WG member table discussions were
facilitated by members of the project team.

After discussions, facilitators reported out results. The following color-coded route options were
identified by WG members as the options that should be presented to the public:
• Black, which runs south down I-35 and follows FM 436 to existing US 190;
• Brown, which runs along FM 93 to existing US 190;
• Pink, which widens existing US 190 from just west of I-35 to Rogers; and
• Aqua, which takes a greenfield route from I-14 at FM 1670 and cuts across I-35 to
connect to FM 436, following FM 436 to US 190.
Evaluation Matrix of Refined Routes and Facilitated Discussion
Stacey Benningfield, Environmental Task Lead • CP&Y
Lynda Rife• Rifeline
Stacey Benningfield presented the refined evaluation criteria that WG members agreed upon at the
previous meeting. Benningfield explained that the project team used this evaluation matrix to
evaluate the remaining 9 route options.
Enhance East/West Connectivity
When using the evaluation matrix to measure routes’ potential for enhancing east/west
connectivity, no routes were clearly favored.
Accommodate Existing and Projected Traffic Volumes
When using the evaluation matrix to measure routes’ potential to provide additional capacity, all 9
routes passed.
Enhance Safety
When using the evaluation matrix to measure routes’ potential for enhancing safety, new location
roadways were favored.
Support Growth and Economic Development
When using the evaluation matrix to measure routes’ potential to promote economic development,
all 9 routes passed. When evaluating for options that minimize the use of existing roadways, new
location roadways were favored.
Provide Cost-Effective and Environmentally-Efficient Options
When using the evaluation matrix to measure routes’ potential to provide environmentally-efficient
options, many route options do not pass due to potential impacts to floodplains.
Benningfield explained that the current evaluation matrix does not result in a lot of differentiation
among routes because many of the alignments are located in the same areas and are variations of
the same concept. In addition, there is not a lot of differentiation in the study area itself. Therefore,
the project team is looking to WG members for direction.
Following Benningfield’s presentation, Lynda Rife asked WG members if they had any questions or
concerns. One WG member asked if the alignments presented were already set or if they can still be
adjusted. The project team answered that the alignments are not already set and can still be
adjusted as needed. Another WG member expressed concerns about counting the number of
rooftops in a given area to weigh potential impacts to existing communities. He was worried that
homeowners or businesses along green field routes would also be significantly impacted even if
there were fewer of them along that route option. The project team stated that since the evaluation
matrix did not provide any clear direction that it would not be shown at the open house.

Rife then asked WG members which route options they thought should be presented to the public
at the November 30th Open House. Rife also asked WG members to write down the names and
contact info of stakeholders the project team should talk with before the Open House.
WG member table discussions were facilitated again by members of the project team. After
discussions, facilitators reported out results. The following color-coded route options were identified
by WG members as the options that should be presented to the public:
• Black, which runs south down I-35 and follows FM 436 to existing US 190;
• Brown, which runs along FM 93 to existing US 190;
• Pink, which widens existing US 190 from just west of I-35 to Rogers;
• Aqua, which takes a greenfield route from I-14 at FM 1670 and cuts across I-35 to
connect to FM 436, following FM 436 to US 190; and
• Blue, which runs along FM 93 and follows the 93 Spur, then turns north and runs
parallel to FM 93 to existing US 190.
Open House Discussion
Lynda Rife• Rifeline
Following the evaluation matrix presentation and discussion, Lynda Rife then led an overview of the
results from the WG Open House Survey. A survey of WG members was conducted in August 2017.
Participants were asked to provide feedback on the project team’s plans for the November Open
House. Twenty-two responses were received (see Appendix C). In combination with WG Meeting #3
discussions, the survey results will be used to inform planning and stakeholder outreach for the
November 30th Open House.
Of the 22 responses received:
• 90.9% said the Expo Center was the right venue to host the Open House
• 40.5% said the Open House should be held on a Thursday
• 81.8% said the Open House should be held between 4:30 p.m. – 8:00 p.m.
• 42.9% anticipate 45 – 60 attendees
• 63.6% identified organizations that could potentially circulate an Open House announcement
• 42.9% said they would be willing to help answer questions at the Open House
WG Members also identified local events in November that the project team needed to be aware of
while scheduling the Open House as well as identified local newspapers where the Open House can
be advertised.
WG Members were also asked to identify property owners, stakeholder and interest groups that
need to be made aware of the upcoming Open House (see completed comment forms in Appendix
D).
Next Steps
Andy Atlas, AICP, Project Manager• CP&Y
Andy Atlas concluded the meeting by thanking everyone for their comments. Atlas then outlined the
next steps for the project team, including meeting with stakeholders that have been identified as
high priority, sending out invitations and advertisements for the Open House, and holding an Open
House on Thursday, November 30th, where public comments will be collected on the 5 remaining
route options. Following the Open House, a more in-depth analysis will be conducted in order to
narrow down the list to 2 -3 route option recommendations. Those results will be shared with

this WG in 2018 and final route recommendations will be included in the US 190 Feasibility
Study Report. If funding becomes available, then a more in-depth environmental study will be
conducted on the remaining route options.
•
•

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

1

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 Rd 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

2

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.
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 rea.

3

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.
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 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 is 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 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 numbers.
4

•

•

•

•

•
•

•
•
•
•

A member of the group said that the Primary Route Options Screening Results slide 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?
o 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 move forward with 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 road already had capacity 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 is not yet “feeling the pain“ as far as east-west
connectivity in the area, the project will likely not progress in the immediate future. He noted
that if funding was to become available, the Pink +2 Route would likely move forward to the
Environmental Study and Schematic Design Phase.

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 projects are already on the NTP, and
that all should be included.
The following activities should be added:
• Raising bridges
• Upgrading the roadway to interstate standards
• Adding 2 additional lanes to IH 35
5

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 is that all other options except for the
Pink +2 route be closed for consideration.
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.
A working group member asked what happens next and Beall
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 and by the project team and a final report with
recommendations would be given to TxDOT and KTMPO. They would then determine what to do next.
Beall thanked the working group for their participation in the feasibility study.
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US 190 Feasibility Study

Preliminary Route Options
Technical Memorandum
October 2, 2017

The Killeen-Temple Metropolitan Planning Organization (KTMPO), in partnership with the Texas
Department of Transportation (TxDOT), is conducting a study to evaluate the feasibility of upgrading
and possibly relocating a portion of US 190 in Bell County, Texas. The portion of US 190 being
studied extends from Farm-to-Market Road (FM) 1670, west of Interstate 35 (I-35), to the northern
limit of the planned Rogers relief route in the eastern portion of the county. Figure 1 shows the US
190 study area, as originally established, in relation to Bell County and the cities of Belton, Temple,
Little River-Academy and Rogers.

Figure 1 • Study Area

Although sponsored by KTMPO, the overarching goal is for the US 190 feasibility study to be
community-driven. To that end, KTMPO established a working group to guide the study and provide
input. Working group membership includes elected officials, city/county representatives, special
interest groups and the public. A complete list of US 190 working group members is found in
Appendix A. The goals and objectives, preliminary route options, and evaluation criteria presented in
this technical memorandum were developed with input from and the concurrence of the working
group.
To date, the working group has met twice. At the first meeting (April 28, 2017) the working group
identified goals and objectives for the feasibility study and participated in a facilitated group exercise
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to identify conceptual route options. At the second meeting (July 14, 2017), the goals and objectives
were reviewed, the group worked to narrow the field of conceptual route options to be considered in
the study, and evaluation criteria were agreed upon.
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
A facilitated brain-storming session at the first (April) meeting of the US 190 working group led to
the identification of the goals and objectives identified in Table 1.
Table 1 • Goals & Objectives
Enhance east/west connectivity
• Improve access to Little River- Academy and Rogers
• Utilize existing roadways as much as possible
• Provide more reliable travel times
• Enhance access to schools, hospitals, and emergency services
Accommodate existing and projected traffic volumes
• Relieve existing congestion
• Accommodate traffic resulting from on-going growth
• Plan for and mitigate future traffic congestion
Enhance safety
• Route large trucks away from populated areas
• Enhance access and reliability for first responders (EMS, firefighters, police)
Support growth and economic development
• Positively impact businesses (especially small businesses)
• Promote economic development
• Minimize construction-phase impacts
Provide cost-effective and environmentally-efficient options
• Minimize effects on private property

October 2, 2017 • pg. 2

The goals and objectives were confirmed and refined at the second (July) meeting of the working
group. These goals and objectives served as the basis for development of the evaluation criteria to
be used to screen the field of preliminary options and, subsequently, identify a subset of “primary
routes”.
PRELIMINARY ROUTE OPTIONS
A multi-stepped process was utilized to identify the field of preliminary route options to be
considered during the US 190 feasibility study. Each step in the process is described below.
Step 1 (Identify Options) - The first step was a facilitated group exercise at the April 28, 2017
meeting of the working group. At that meeting, the working group was divided into three smaller
groups. Each group was provided with a map of the study area showing constraints such as existing
development, floodplains, and waterways. Each group was provided with markers and was asked to
identify, discuss, and draw possible (“conceptual”) routes for US 190. Although the study area –
previously identified by KTMPO and TxDOT – was shown on the maps, the groups were given the
latitude to draw routes extending outside the study area.
After the small group work sessions, each group “reported-out” to the larger group. Although routes
differed from table-to-table, commonalities were apparent between the three groups. Each small
group identified a route that followed existing US 190, a central route (either following existing FM
93 or generally paralleling it), and a southern route utilizing a combination of existing FM 436 and
new location around Little River-Academy.
Step 2 (Compile and Map Options) - The next step in the process was for the project team to compile
the conceptual route options and develop a (draft) conceptual route options map. Similar options
were combined to minimize redundancy, with all concepts identified by the working group captured
on the map. Figure 2 shows the conceptual routes as identified by the working group.
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Figure 2 • Conceptual Route Options

Step 3 (Narrow the Range of Route Options) – The various route options identified by the working
group (Figure 2) combine to create a total of 40 unique “end-to-end” route options. At the second
(July 14th) meeting of the working group, the group was again asked to consider route options. This
time the goal was to reduce the number of route options based on the goals and objectives to a
more manageable sub-group that would later be evaluated in more detail.
A facilitator from the project team led the working group (working in three smaller groups) through
a discussion of the pros/cons of each route option. For purposes of this discussion, the options
were sorted by those in the western portion of the study area (those generally in the vicinity of I-35),
the northern portion of the study area (including the existing US 190 alignment and those in the
vicinity of FM 93), and the southern portion of the study area (including FM 436 and routes around
Little River-Academy). After the facilitator’s presentation, each of the three smaller groups
discussed the route options, reached consensus regarding options recommended for elimination,
and then reported-out to the larger group.
Discussions during this group exercise led to several modifications to the route options. Option E
was extended to the south to intersect with Options B and C, and a connection from Option H to
Option D was added. In addition, the project team was directed to explore shifting Options B and C
further to the south (possibly along Shanklin Road – south of the Bell County Exposition Center and
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outside of the current study area) and modifying Option J to avoid impacting the expansion site for an
existing water treatment plant. The route options endorsed by the working group are shown in Figure
3. Figure 3 reflects the changes to Options E and H discussed above. The possible modifications to
Options B, C, and J required more in-depth exploration which occurred in conjunction with Step 4.
Figure 3 • Modified Conceptual Route Options

Step 4 (Refine the Route Options and Identify Preliminary Options) – During Step 4, the project team
shifted Options B, C, and J per the direction of the working group. Shifting Options B and C resulted
in an expansion of the US 190 study area. Additionally, during Step 4, the team identified the
various combinations of options (remaining after Step 3) in order to establish the full range of end-toend route options. In total, nine unique, end-to-end route options were identified.
Up to this point in the route options development process, options had been identified without
consideration of engineering and geometric requirements. During Step 4, applicable design
standards, particularly those pertaining to horizontal curve radii, were applied and, when necessary,
the route options were “refined” accordingly.
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The nine end-to-end route options, as refined and adjusted during Step 4, constitute the set of
“preliminary options” to be evaluated during the course of the US 190 Feasibility Study. The nine
preliminary options and the associated expanded study area are shown in Figure 4.
Figure 4 • Preliminary Route Options and Expanded Study Area

EVALUTION CRITERIA
The goals and objectives for the feasibility study, as identified by the working group, served as the
basis for establishing the evaluation criteria by which the nine preliminary route options will be
screened. Input from the working group obtained through a survey sent to members following the
group’s April meeting was also considered as the (draft) evaluation criteria were developed. For each
goal and objective, the project team identified evaluation criteria that could be measured or
otherwise gauged at this first-phase in the screening process. In most cases, the evaluation criteria
are measurable/quantifiable. In a few cases, the evaluation criteria will be assessed in terms of
“pass/fail.”
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It should be noted that resource-specific, on-site data collection was not included in the scope of the
current study; however, a windshield survey was conducted to confirm land use in the study area.
Additionally, the best previously-published, publicly-available data (obtained either on-line or from
KTMPO) was used during the options evaluation process. For example, because the acreage of
waterways to be impacted could not be site verified for each option, the best available data was the
number of waterways crossed by each option. In that example, the number of water crossings served
as a reasonable proxy. If it was determined that a specific goal/objective could not be effectively
evaluated during the initial screening due to a lack of specifically-needed data (and no reasonable
proxy was available), the analysis was deferred to a future phase of the process.
It should also be noted that with regard to use of existing roadways as possible routes for US 190,
input received from the working group during its first meeting conflicted with input received in
response to the post-meeting survey. Clarification was sought from the working group at its second
(July) meeting. The evaluation criteria included in this memorandum reflect the clarification provided
by the working group.
In addition to evaluation criteria and units of measurement for each criterion, the team also
identified “thresholds” (or level-cutters) by which each criterion can be ranked as either high,
medium, or low. Because high and low are not uniformly either positive or negative, the rankings
were also color- coded. In some instances, a high ranking is positive. In those cases, it is coded as
green. In other instances, a high ranking is negative. In those cases, it is coded as red. Color-coding
allows the results, which will ultimately be recorded in a screening matrix, to be more readily
comprehensible.
The evaluation criteria, as approved by the working group at its July 14, 2017, meeting are included
in Appendix B.
NEXT STEP
The next step in the feasibility study process will be to apply the evaluation criteria to the nine
preliminary options in order to identify “primary options” – the subset of preliminary options which
best meet the goals and objectives of the US 190 feasibility study. The results of that process will be
documented in a future technical memorandum.
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US 190 Feasibility Study Working Group Membership
Member’s Name

Representing

Jon H. Burrows

Bell County

Sam A. Listi

City of Belton

Brynn Myers

City of Temple

Tammy Cockrum

City of Rogers

David Olson, PE

City of Killeen

David Blackburn

Temple Economic Development Corporation

Joe Craig

Rogers Independent School District

Michael Harmon

Bell County Office of Emergency Management

John Crutchfield III

Greater Killeen Chamber of Commerce

Kevin Sprinkles

Academy Independent School District

John Kiella

Belton Independent School District

Michael Moon

Texas Farm Bureau

Lynette Batts

Environmental Justice Community

Kirk Thomas

Killeen Independent School District

Robin Battershell

Temple Independent School District

Bob Browder

Temple Chamber of Commerce

Cynthia Hernandez

Belton Economic Development Corporation

Drew Lanham

City of Little River-Academy

Nicole Stairs

Belton Chamber of Commerce

Appendix B – Initial Screening Criteria

WG Goals and Objectives

Evaluation Criteria

Units of Measure

Thresholds

Enhance east/west connectivity
• Improve access to Little RiverAcademy and Rogers

Results in improved access to
Little River-Academy and Rogers

Low (R), Medium (Y), High (G)

Low – Existing Route
Medium – Central Routes
High – South Routes

Utilize existing roadways as
much as possible

Maximize use of existing roadways

Low (R), Medium (Y), High (G),

Low – Utilizes existing roadways
less than 25 percent
Medium – Utilizes existing
roadways 25 - 74 percent
High – Utilizes existing roadways
75 percent or more

• Provide more reliable travel
times

Length of alternative (assumes
same travel speed on all
alternatives)

Low (G), Medium (Y), High (R)

Low – Less than 19 miles*
Medium – 19 to 21 miles*
High – Over 21 miles*

• Enhance access to schools,
hospitals, and emergency
services

Results in enhanced access to
schools, hospitals, and emergency
services

Low (R), Medium (Y), High (G)

Low – Does not enhance access
Medium – Enhances access
primarily by improving existing
higher speed, higher functioning
roadways
High – Enhances access primarily
by providing new location options
and/or upgrading existing
roadways to a higher
speed/higher functioning facility
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WG Goals and Objectives

Evaluation Criteria

Units of Measure

Thresholds

Accommodate existing and projected traffic volumes
• Relieve existing congestion

(Requires traffic modeling; not
applicable at current level of
screening)

(Requires traffic modeling; not
applicable at current level of
screening)

(Requires traffic modeling; not
applicable at current level of
screening)

• Accommodate traffic resulting
from on-going growth

Provides additional capacity

Pass (G)/Fail (R)

(NOTE: At current level of
screening, all alternatives will
“pass”)

• Plan for and mitigate future
traffic congestion

(Requires traffic modeling; not
applicable at current level of
screening)

(Requires traffic modeling; not
applicable at current level of
screening)

(Requires traffic modeling; not
applicable at current level of
screening)
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WG Goals and Objectives

Evaluation Criteria

Units of Measure

Thresholds

• Route large trucks away from
populated areas

Route avoids populated areas

Low (G), Medium (Y), High (R)

Low – TAZs adjacent to route have
a projected (2040) population
density of less than one person
per acre
Medium – TAZs adjacent to route
have a projected (2040)
population density between one
and two people per acre
High – TAZs adjacent to route
have a projected (2040)
population density greater than
two people per acre

• Enhance access and reliability
for first responders (EMS,
firefighters, police)

Enhance access and reliability for
first responders

Pass (G)/Fail (R)

Enhance safety

(NOTE: At current level of
screening, all alternatives will
“pass”)
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WG Goals and Objectives

Evaluation Criteria

Units of Measure

Thresholds

Support growth and economic development
• Positively impact businesses
(especially small businesses)

(NEPA level analysis; not feasible
at current level of screening)

(NEPA level analysis; not feasible
at current level of screening)

(NEPA level analysis; not feasible
at current level of screening)

• Promote economic
development

Promote economic development

Pass (G)/Fail (R)

(Note: At current level of
screening, all alternatives will
“pass”)

• Minimize construction-phase
impacts

Minimizes use of existing
roadways

Low (G), Medium (Y), High (R)

Low – Utilizes existing roadways
less than 25 percent
Medium – Utilizes existing
roadways 25 – 74 percent
High – Utilizes existing roadways
75 percent or more
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WG Goals and Objectives

Evaluation Criteria

Units of Measure

Thresholds

Maximizes use of existing ROW
(thereby, minimizing ROW
required)

High (G), Medium (Y), Low (R)

High – Route utilizes existing
roadways for 75 percent (or more)
of overall length
Medium – Route utilizes existing
roadways for 25-74 percent of
length
Low – Route utilizes existing
roadways for less than 25 percent
of overall length.

Minimizes number of divided
parcels

Low (G), Medium (Y), High (R)

Minimizes potential for
displacements, neighborhood
impacts and noise impacts

Low (G), Medium (Y), High (R)

Provide cost-effective and environmentally-efficient options
• Minimize effects on private
property

Low – Route divides less than 10
parcels
Medium – Route divides between
10-20 parcels
High – Route divides more than
20 parcels
Low – Fewer than 75 residences
located within 600’ (buffered)
corridor
Medium – Between 75 and 125
residences located within 600’
(buffered) corridor
High – More than 125 residences
located within 600’ (buffered)
corridor
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Minimizes impacts to floodplains

Low (G), Medium (Y), High (R)

Minimizes impacts to waterbodies

Low (G), Medium (Y), High (R)

Minimizes impacts to natural
(non-urban, non-cultivated)
vegetation

Low (G), Medium (Y), High (R)

Low – Less than 50 acres of
floodplain within 600’ (buffered)
corridor
Medium – Between 50 and 75
acres of floodplain within 600
(buffered) corridor
High – Greater than 75 acres of
floodplain within 600’ (buffered)
corridor
Low – Less than 5 creek/river
crossings
Medium – Between 5 and 10
creek/river crossings
High – Greater than 10
creek/river crossings
Low – Less than 200 acres of
natural vegetation within 600’
(buffered) corridor
Medium – Between 200 and 400
acres of natural vegetation within
600’ (buffered) corridor
High – Greater than 400 acres of
natural vegetation within 600’
(buffered) corridor

*Note: Lengths adjusted after WG Meeting to correct a measurement error.
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US 190 Feasibility Study

Primary Route Options
Technical Memorandum
November 15, 2017
(Revised May 2018)

BACKGROUND
The Killeen-Temple Metropolitan Planning Organization (KTMPO), in partnership
with the Texas Department of Transportation, is conducting a study to evaluate
the feasibility of upgrading and possibly relocating a portion of US 190 in Bell
County, Texas. The portion of US 190 being studied extends from Farm-to-Market
Road (FM) 1670, west of Interstate 35 (I-35), to the northern limit of the planned
Rogers relief route in the eastern portion of the county. Figure 1 shows the US 190
study area in relation to Bell County and the cities of Belton, Temple, Little RiverAcademy and Rogers.
Figure 1 • Initial Study Area

Although sponsored by KTMPO, the overarching goal is for the US 190 feasibility
study to be community-driven. To that end, KTMPO established a working group to
guide the study and provide input. The working group, which includes elected
officials, city/county representatives, special interest groups and the public,
established goals and objectives for the feasibility study, identified the initial group
of conceptual route options and subsequently narrowed the range of options to nine
preliminary route options. The goals and objectives and the process leading to
identification of the preliminary options is documented in the Preliminary Route
Options Technical Memorandum dated October 2, 2017.
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IDENTIFICATION OF PRIMARY ROUTE OPTIONS
Between working group Meeting 2 and 3, the project team screened the nine
preliminary route options using the evaluation criteria approved by the working group.
Table 1 shows the evaluation matrix. The team concluded that the results of the
screening process were inconclusive (the results were too similar when comparing one
option to another to be used for the intended purpose). The screening results were
presented to the working group at its third (September 22, 2017) meeting; the
working group concurred with the team’s assessment.
So, in the absence of meaningful screening results, during its September meeting
the working group participated in a facilitated exercise to review the preliminary
route options and identify “primary route options” (those options to be studied
further). During this exercise, the working group was divided into smaller groups (by
table). Each table discussed the various route options and identified those which
they recommended be carried forward. Table discussions focused on the goals and
objectives of the feasibility study as well as potential effects – both positive and
negative – of the various route options. After the table discussions, each group
reported their recommendations to the larger group. A member of the project team
then led the entire working group in a discussion of the results which led to
consensus and identification of five primary route options. The five primary route
options are shown in Figures 2 – 6.
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Table 1 • Evaluation Matrix
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Figure 2 • Primary Route Alternative (Aqua)

Figure 3 • Primary Route Alternative (Black)
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Figure 4 • Primary Route Alternative (Brown)

Figure 5 • Primary Route Alternative (Blue)
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Figure 6 • Primary Route Alternative (Pink)
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NEXT STEPS
The five primary route options will be presented for public review and comment at an
open house on November 30, 2017. In addition, travel demand modeling of the five
options has been initiated.
Input from the public, the results of the travel demand modeling, and findings from
on-going environmental evaluations will be considered to further refine route options
to move forward in the project development process. Identification of the further
refined route options will be the end product of the current feasibility study and will
be documented in a US 190 Feasibility Study Report. Completion of the Study Report
will conclude the current study effort.
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Open House Summary
U.S. 190 Open House
Project Location:
Bell County
US 190
Project Limits
FM 1670 (west of I-35) to FM 437
Open House Location
Bell County Expo Center
Assembly Hall
301 W. Loop 121
Belton, TX 76513
Meeting Date and Time
November 30, 2017
5:00 to 7:30 p.m.
Total Number of Elected Officials
One (1)
Total Number of Public Attendees
Two hundred seven (207)
Total Number of Media
Two (2)
Total Number of Staff
Twenty-two (22)
Total Number of MetroQuest Surveys
Four hundred twenty-eight (428)
Total Number of Comments
Seventy-five (75)

Contents
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Appendix B – Boards & Constraints Maps
Appendix C – Handout
Appendix D – MetroQuest Survey Summary
Appendix E – Comment Response Summary
Appendix F – Comment Forms
Appendix G – Constraints Map Comments
Appendix H – Sign-in Sheets
Appendix I – Photos
Appendix J – Press Release
Appendix K – News Coverage

Project Overview
US 190 is a major east-west highway that serves Belton, Temple, Rogers and Little River-Academy.
At the request of local officials, the Killeen-Temple Metropolitan Planning Organization (KTMPO) is
conducting a feasibility study to explore options for upgrading, and possibly relocating, US 190
between FM 1670 (west of I-35) and FM 437 in the city of Rogers.
KTMPO is investigating the possibility of creating a more efficient connection to serve the
community and improve local mobility. The study began in February 2017.
Notices and Public Outreach
E-Blast to Stakeholders – Email is available in Appendix A.
Flyer to Stakeholders – Flyer is available in Appendix A.
Spanish Outreach Flyer -- Flyer is available in Appendix A.
Newspaper Advertisements – Advertisements are available in Appendix A.
Bell County Expo Center Marquee – Photo is available in Appendix A.
Open House Meeting Information
Open House Date, Location, and Format
On November 30, 2017, the Killeen-Temple Metropolitan Planning Organization hosted an Open
House in the Bell County Expo Center Assembly Hall, located at 301 W. Loop 121 in Belton, from
5:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. The purpose of the Open House was to provide community members with an
opportunity to review materials and provide input on the US 190 Feasibility Study.
Twenty-seven informational boards were displayed arounds the room for public viewing, including a
board describing the typical project development process, a board explaining the purpose of the
working group and a board providing information about the primary route options.
There were also two constraints maps of the southern route options and two constraints maps of
the north/central route options. Attendees were invited to use Post-It Notes to attach their
comments on the map. Attendees were also invited to share their questions and concerns with
project team members. Copies of the boards and constraints maps are included in Appendix B.
Handout
Stakeholders were provided with a fact sheet and frequently asked questions sheet that outlined
the problem being addressed as well as the goal and history of the feasibility study. The fact sheet
featured a picture of the constraints map. Attendees were also offered a comment form to provide
additional feedback on the project. Copies of the Handouts are included in Appendix C.
MetroQuest Survey Summary
Of the 207 people that attended the US 190 Open House on November 30, 2017, 83 people
participated in the MetroQuest Survey while at the Open House. An additional 345 people
participated in the survey from other locations, bringing the total number of participants to 428
people. The participants were most concerned with reducing community impacts in regards to
effects from the proposed project, and were least concerned with spurring development. The pink
route was the highest rated route at 3.6 stars, and the black route was rated the lowest at 2.2
stars. Of the open ended questions relating to opinions on the route, the majority of the responses
were expressing the participants’ negative opinions of the individual routes. This trend was also true

for the open-ended question asking for the participants’ opinions of a direct route. Images of the
surveys, as well as survey results, are included in Appendix D.
Comment Form and Online Comment Summary
Fifty-two comment forms were collected at the meeting and 23 online comments were submitted.
Feedback included:
 You should follow the pink route. Keep the road as it is.
 We are STRONGLY against running I-14 anywhere other than down the existing 363 Loop!
 The "hub" of Central Texas is Temple, use existing routes.
 Use 190 - the least impact, good for business, probably cheaper. Don't use 93 - too much
residential, school, congestion, safety.
 We are hoping for the pink route to be chosen as it utilizes more of the existing road, and
causes less disturbance to the nearby land.
 Farmland is extremely valuable for food production. Don't ruin the farmland. We aren't going
to be able to feed our people. We've got to protect our farmland.
 Please do NOT bring an interstate through our beautiful residential areas along FM93.
 436 is the most direct route and would allow military convoys & make a move cheaper and
quicker.
The full comment response summary and a copy of the comment form are included in Appendix E.
Constraints Map Comment Summary
Attendees were invited to use Post-It Notes to attach their comments on constraints maps. Photos
of the maps and a summary of the comments left on the maps are included in Appendix F.
Southern Map Comments:
 No to 93
 Not 436!
 The Aqua route is the largest destroyer of private property
 Aqua crosses 11 waterways bridges (would be expensive). Even more expensive with 3 flood
plains
 Wants Pink route
 Some comments like black route, some do not (majority wants pink route)
 Why does the committee not consist of citizens?
 FM 436 & Hartrick Bluff Spur Site of Fort Griffin remain + artifacts and the road would go
over the Fort Site
 Potential Historic Property Large Live Oaks saw Fort Griffin and Buffalo Herds on FM 436 &
Hartrick Spur
 Does not want Farmland destroyed
 Likely terrible environmental cost to rivers
 Area being developed as residential where the southern routes would cut through
North/Central Comments:
 Pink route, not 93
 Pink route doesn’t disrupt wetlands
 Rockwool contaminated hazard and water treatment expanding now
 93 = death trap, 2016 traffic count 16,756 West and 16,756 East per day
 Use existing, 190/36 already there!
 Use current road
 Hell no to Blue or Brown
 No through traffic from I14 to Hwy 190
 Blue and Brown are worst options








Large Oak Trees
North route @ Rogers already land bought so use existing road and North route.
Use A9 land. Save I-35 Loop Businesses
Majority of comments thinks Pink route makes most sense
One comment says pink route makes least sense
One comment said Blue is okay, Brown is best, Pink takes too much $ and businesses

Appendix A – Advertisements

E-Blast to Stakeholders

Subject: US 190 Feasibility Study Open House Thursday November 30th

Good Morning,
You are cordially invited to attend a US 190 Feasibility Study informational Open House on Thursday, November
30th. The Open House will be held from 5:00 p.m. – 7:30 p.m. at the Expo Center Assembly Hall, located on 301 West
Loop 121, Belton, TX 76513.
Please share the attached flyer with any of your contacts or networks who may be interested in
attending. Community members are invited to come and go at their convenience to review materials and provide input on
the US 190 Feasibility Study. Project team members will be on hand to answer questions. There will be no formal
presentation.
At the request of local officials, the Killeen-Temple Metropolitan Planning Organization (KTMPO), with support from the
Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), is conducting a feasibility study to explore options for upgrading, and
possibly relocating, US 190 between FM 1670 (west of I-35) and the Rogers Relief Route north of the city of Rogers in
Bell County.
The study began in the Spring of 2017 and is anticipated to take approximately one year to complete. The US 190
Feasibility Study Working Group, which includes agency representatives and local, county, and city elected officials, has
met throughout the study and has helped the study team identify problems and opportunities for transportation
improvements.
With input from the Working Group, project goals and objectives have been established, an environmental constraints
map has been developed, and 40 conceptual route options have been narrowed down to the 5 primary route options that
will be presented at the November 30th Open House.
Input from the Open House will be used to further narrow the range of route options down to a set of final route options.
Identification of the final route options will be the end product of the US 190 Feasibility Study. The final route options will
be the starting point for any future phases of project development, including an environmental study, should the project
advance beyond the feasibility study phase.
Can’t make the Open House? Take our quick interactive online survey, which will be made available here on Thursday,
November 30th. Surveys must be received by Friday, December 15th.
For more information, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,
Lynda Rife
On behalf of the US 190 Feasibility Study
512-797-9019 (cell)
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Spanish Outreach Flyer
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Temple Daily Telegram
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Appendix D – MetroQuest Survey Summary

MetroQuest Survey Summary
Introduction:
TxDOT utilized MetroQuest from November 20, 2017 to December 18, 2017 to gather public input to be considered during
the US 190 Feasibility Study. MetroQuest is a public engagement software that allows the collection of quantifiable data
across a wide demographic. Proposed corridor alternative options and corridor specific information was available for
review in the survey. Computers were set up at the open house that was held on November 30, 2017 to allow the general
public the opportunity to take the survey there. Participants also had the option of completing it on their own time. Emails
were sent out on December 5 and 13 as reminders to complete the survey before it was taken offline on December 18. A
link to the MetroQuest survey remained active on the KTMPO informational webpage for the project throughout the
duration of the survey period.
There were 750 visits to the MetroQuest survey and 428 survey participants. A visitor represents every time the link for
the survey was clicked. A participant represents a visitor who added some kind of input by taking part in at least one
question. Nine percent (%) of the participants who took part in the survey completed it while at the Open House. An
additional 224 participants (39%) completed the survey on a computer, and the remaining 224 participants (52%)
completed the survey using a mobile device. Figure 1-2 below summarizes participant activity for the MetroQuest survey.

Figure 1. Summary of visitors and participants for the public US 190 MetroQuest survey.

Visitors vs. Participants

Visitors who participated

43%
Visitors who just read
information

57%
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Figure 2. Summary of when data was received for the public US 190 MetroQuest survey.

Respondant Summary

9%
Mobile Respondents

39%

Web Respondents

52%

Responded at Open House

There was a total of 26 possible responses per participant if they completed every question throughout the survey. Each
check of a box within the survey resulted in the site recording a data point. A total of 5,681 data points were taken,
averaging 13.3 data points (or responses) per participant. Questions asked during the survey can be found in Attachment
A, and are summarized below. Answers to free response questions are on file and available for review at TxDOT.
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Question 1: Priorities
Participants were given a choice of eight planning priorities and were asked to rank their top three. The summary of these
ranks can be seen in Tables 1-2.

Table 1. Top three priority data collected through the public US 190 MetroQuest survey.
Rank

1

Priorities
Reduces Community impacts
Uses existing roadways
Protects farmland
The most direct route
Reliable travel times
Ensures good local access
Spurs development
Protects the environment
Total

2

Reduces Community impacts
Uses existing roadways
Protects farmland
The most direct route
Reliable travel times
Ensures good local access
Spurs development
Protects the environment
Total

3

Reduces Community impacts
Uses existing roadways
Protects farmland
The most direct route
Reliable travel times
Ensures good local access
Spurs development
Protects the environment
Total
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# of Participants
91
59
57
40
33
28
18
26
352
61
49
55
26
44
43
20
44
342
59
45
43
34
32
43
30
47
333

Percent
25.9%
16.8%
16.2%
11.4%
9.4%
8.0%
5.1%
7.4%
100%
17.8%
14.3%
16.1%
7.6%
12.9%
12.6%
5.8%
12.9%
100%
17.7%
13.5%
12.9%
10.2%
9.6%
12.9%
9.0%
14.1%
100%

Table 2. Summary of ranked priorities from the public US 190 MetroQuest survey.
Priority
Reduces community impacts
Uses existing roadways
Protects farmland
Most direct route
Reliable travel times
Ensures good local access
Spurs development
Protects the environment
Total

# of times
ranked in Top 3
211
153
155
100
109
114
68
117
1027

Percent
of Total
20.5%
14.9%
15.1%
9.7%
10.6%
11.1%
6.6%
11.4%
100%

Of the possible priorities, “Reduces Community Impacts” was rated within the top three 211 times (20.5%) of the 1,027
responses. “Spurs development” was the lowest priority of the participants, being rated in the top three only 68 times
(6.6%). There was an “in your own words” response option for users to suggest another item that should be considered a
priority. Seven participants chose to fill out this section. Two of these comments were requesting that FM 93 be avoided
all together, two participants suggested cost efficiency be the main focus, one participant suggested that the route be
placed between Temple and Belton where the majority of the traffic is, one participant wanted safety to be considered a
priority, and the final comment requested that the tranquility of the existing community be protected.

Question 2: Roadway Options
There were five routes presented for public opinion: blue, brown, black, aqua, and pink. Participants were asked to rate
the routes from 1 star to 5 stars, with 5 being the best. Of the 1,501 total ratings entered, the pink route rated the highest,
averaging 3.6 stars, with 172 out of 363 people rating it 5 stars. The black route was rated a total of 278 times and had the
lowest average (2.2 stars). Table 3 shows rankings of each route from all of the participants. Figures 3 and 4 summarize
the data.
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Table 3. Summary of route rating from the public US 190 MetroQuest survey.
Route

Black

Rating a

# of Participants

Percent

5 Stars
4 Stars
3 Stars
2 Stars
1 Star

25
47
32
38
136
278
64
19
27
40
127
277
50
37
52
36
110
285
59
48
48
33
110
298
172
34
58
33
66
363

9%
17%
12%
14%
49%
100%
23%
7%
10%
14%
46%
100%
18%
13%
18%
13%
39%
100%
20%
16%
16%
11%
37%
100%
47%
9%
16%
9%
18%
100%

Total

Aqua

5 Stars
4 Stars
3 Stars
2 Stars
1 Star
Total

Blue

5 Stars
4 Stars
3 Stars
2 Stars
1 Star
Total

Brown

5 Stars
4 Stars
3 Stars
2 Stars
1 Star
Total

Pink

5 Stars
4 Stars
3 Stars
2 Stars
1 Star
Total

aA

rating of 5 stars is the highest.
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Average
Rating

2.234

2.469

2.582

2.708

3.587

Figure 3. Summary of route star ranking from public US 190 MetroQuest survey.

Route Rankings a
180

# of Times Ranked

160
140
120
100
80
60
40
20
0
Aqua

Black

Blue

Brown

Pink

Route
1 star
a Five

2 stars

3 stars

4 stars

5 stars

stars is the highest possible ranking.

Figure 4. Summary of average route star rankings per alternative. Five stars is the highest possible rating.

Route Average Ranking
4
3.5

Star Rating

3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0

Black

Aqua

Blue

Brown

Pink

Route

Participants were given the opportunity to add in-your-own-words-responses about each route. These responses were
categorized into five general response types. Eleven of these comments were errors that occurred when a participant
started to leave a response, switched to another page, then came back to continue the response. Every time the
participant clicked on another tab, data was saved. Repeat comments were confirmed to be errors by checking the time
stamp and IP addresses of the comments in question. There was a total of 192 in-your-own-words-response answers
recorded by MetroQuest. These responses are summarized below in Table 4 and Figure 5.
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Table 4. Summary of categorized open-ended responses from the public US 190 MetroQuest data.
Comment Category
In Favor
Opposed
Neutral
Would like more information
Suggestions/Other
Total

Aqua
12
32
2
2
0
48

Black
11
28
2
2
0
43

Route
Brown
3
33
1
0
1
38

Blue
1
26
2
0
1
30

Pink
22
9
2
0
0
33

Figure 5. Summary of open-ended comments from the public US 190 MetroQuest survey.

# of Comments

Participant Comments on Individual
Routes
40
30
20
10
0

Comment Category
Aqua

Black

Brown

Blue

Pink

The Aqua route had the largest number of comments (48), and the blue route had the fewest number (30). Comments
were considered to be “In favor” of the specified route if there was only an expression of approval within the comment.
Comments were considered “Opposed” to the specified route if they only expressed disapproval. “Neutral” comments
were those that expressed either no opinion, or discussed pros and cons of a route. Four comments were received that
specifically stated there was not enough information on the routes for an opinion to be formed or that they would like to
see more impact information before endorsing a route. Two comments suggested an improvement of the specified route.
Actual responses are on file with TxDOT.

Question 3: In Your Own Words
For this page, participants were asked general questions about the roads they commonly used to travel between Rogers
and Belton, the frequency with which they take that route, and why they might take that route. Figures 6-8 and Table 5
below summarize the participant response data for these questions.
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Figure 6. Summary of travel preferences from the public US 190 MetroQuest survey.

Which Roads do use to travel
between Belton and Rogers?
OTHER
US 190/I-35/LOOP 363/I-14
FM 436
FM 93
0
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Figure 7. Summary of participant travel frequency data from the public US 190 MetroQuest survey.

How frequently do you drive
between Belton and Rogers?
RARELY
1-5 TIMES A MONTH
6+ TIMES A WEEK
1-5 TIMES A WEEK
5 + TIMES PER DAY
1-4 TIMES A DAY
0
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140

160

180
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Table 5. Summary of travel reasons from US 190 MetroQuest survey.
Purpose of Travel
Work/ School Commute
Business Travel
Shopping/ Errand
Recreational Travel
Other
Total

# of Participants
81
87
87
175
92
522
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Percent
16%
17%
17%
34%
18%
100%

Figure 8. Summary of participant travel reasons from the public US 190 MetroQuest survey.

Why do you travel between Belton
and Rogers?

18%

Work or School

15%

Business Related

17%
33%

Shopping or Errand
Recreational

17%

Other

Participants were then asked to comment on how they felt about the importance of a direct route. This open-ended
question had a total of 285 recorded answers. Sixteen of these comments were errors that occurred through the
MetroQuest system from users jumping pages, as previously described. These repeat error comments were removed from
the data summarized below in Table 6. The comment “s,ndklsfn” was also removed from the summary below as it
appeared to be a mistake and could not be classified. This brought the total number of removed comments to 17. TxDOT
has all responses available for viewing.

Table 6. Classification summary of open ended question for US 190 MetroQuest survey.
Comment General Category
Not important/Unnecessary:
Widen or utilize existing roadways
Important
Neutral
Minimal to Somewhat Important
Other
Total

# of comments
154
25
72
7
9
1
268

Percent
57.5%
9.3%
26.9%
2.6%
3.4%
0.4%
100%

Of the 268 comments that could be classified, over half (57.5%) said they believed a new route from Belton to Rogers is
not important and/or unnecessary. Approximately a quarter (26.9%) of the participants felt that a direct route was
important, and another 3.4% thought the project was minimally to somewhat important. Twenty-five comments (9.3%)
suggested that existing roadways be utilized or widened instead of constructing a new route.

Question 4: Stay Involved
Multiple general demographic questions were asked as a part of the final question of the MetroQuest survey. These are
summarized in Figures 9-13. The majority of the survey participants lived within Temple (45.5%), were between the ages
of 35-44 (25.2%), and have lived in the area for 20+ years (38.1%). Of the 324 participants who answered this question,
only 83 (25.6%) attended the open house. The majority of participants (26.2%) were aware of the open house by hearing
about it from another person.
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Figure 9. Summary of respondent residency from the public US 190 MetroQuest survey.

Where do you live?
OUTSIDE OF THE STUDY AREA
ROGERS
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UNINCORPORATED AREA OF BELL COUNTY
LITTLE RIVER ACADEMY

BELTON
TEMPLE
0

20

40

60

80

100 120 140 160

# of Particpants

Figure 10. Summary of respondant length of residency from the public US 190 MetroQuest survey.

How long have you lived in the area?
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100

120

140

Figure 11. Summary of respondent open house attendance from the public US 190 MetroQuest survey.

Did you attend the Open House?

26%

Respondents who Attended
Open House
Respondents who Didn't
Attend open house

74%

Figure 12. General participant question summary of the public US 190 MetroQuest survey.

How did you hear about the Open
House?
Person - 26%
Newspaper - 17%

Neighborhood or Organization
- 10%
Nextdoor App - 9%
Email from Bell County - 3%
Bell County Website - 2%
TxDOT Website - 2%
Flyer - 1%
Letter from Bell County - <1%
Other - 30%
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Figure 13. Summary of demographic age from the public US 190 MetroQuest survey.
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Conclusion:
Of the 207 people that attended the US 190 Open House on November 30, 2017, 83 people participated in the MetroQuest
Survey while at the Open House. An additional 345 people participated in the survey from other locations, bringing the
total number of participants to 428 people. The participants were most concerned with reducing community impacts in
regards to effects from the proposed project, and were least concerned with spurring development. The pink route was
the highest rated route at 3.6 stars, and the black route was rated the lowest at 2.2 stars. Of the open ended questions
relating to opinions on the route, the majority of the responses were expressing the participants’ negative opinions of the
individual routes. This trend was also true for the open-ended question asking for the participants’ opinions of a direct
route.
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MetroQuest Survey Questions
Welcome Screen Text
We Want to Hear From You!
The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) and the Killeen-Temple Metropolitan Planning Organization
(KTMPO) are conducting a feasibility study to evaluate options for upgrading, and possibly relocating, US 190
just west of I-35 from FM 1670 eastward to FM 437 in the City of Rogers.
US 190 is a major east/west highway that serves Belton, Temple, and Rogers.
Your input will help us clarify project goals and objectives, identify environmental constraints, and confirm route
options for further study.
These route options will be the starting point for any future phases of project development, including an
environmental study, should the project advance. A final alternative will not be chosen at the end of this process.
The US 190 Feasibility Study is expected to be completed in Spring 2018.
Did you know: You can forward this survey site to your friends and neighbors and post on social media. TxDOT
needs as much feedback as possible. Please Help Spread the Word! Deadline for comments is Dec. 15, 2017!

Important to You Screen/Priorities










Protects the environment - The proposed route should minimize impacts to floodplains, bodies
of water and natural vegetation.
Uses existing roadways - The proposed route should use existing roads as much as possible.
Ensures good local access - The proposed route should encourage local access to and from
neighborhoods, schools, and workplaces.
Reliable travel times - The proposed route should reduce congestion throughout the area.
The most direct route - Study area map: The proposed route should connect FM 1670 and FM
437 in the most efficient way possible.
Spurs development - The proposed route should create better connections to the area and
reduce traffic delays, resulting in more jobs and business opportunities for residents.
Protects farm land - The proposed route should minimize disruption to agriculture production in
the area.
Reduces community impacts - The proposed route should minimize disruptions to the places
people live, learn and play.

Roadway Options/Explore the Alternatives:
We have narrowed the route options from forty to five based on available data, local knowledge, and study goals.
We want to hear what you like or don’t like. Please give a 1-5 star rating for each scenario and provide your
comments.
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Pink
Uses existing I-14 and I-35; upgrades existing Loop 363 and US 190 (from I-35 in Belton to Rogers)
Benefit: Maximizes use of existing roadways (including I-14, I-35, Loop 363 and US 190)
Concerns: Longest, least direct route; may impact businesses and residences along US 190/Loop 363

Brown
Follows existing I-14 to north on I-35 to FM 93. Follows FM 93 from I-35 to existing US 190.
Benefit: One of the most direct routes
Concern: May impact adjacent neighborhoods

Blue
Follows existing I-14 to north on I-35 to FM 93. Follows FM 93 and continues straight on undeveloped land to
existing US 190.
Benefit: One of the most direct routes
Concern: May impact adjacent neighborhoods

Black
Follows existing I-14 to south on I-35. Briefly continues on undeveloped land to FM 436 and continues on
undeveloped land north of Little River-Academy to existing US 190.
Benefit: Avoids heavily populated areas
Concern: May increase potential for environmental impacts to natural resources.

Aqua
Runs through undeveloped land from I-14 at FM 1670 to existing Shanklin Road, crosses I-35 to connect to FM 436.
Continues on undeveloped land north of Little River- Academy to existing US 190.
Benefits: Avoids heavily populated areas; routes traffic away from I-35
Concern: May increase potential for environmental impacts to natural resources.

Survey Questions/In Your Own Words Screen
Tell us about which roads you already use and how often you use them. Your responses are anonymous and
without attribution. Please answer the following survey questions.
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Roads you Use

Roads you use
Which roads do you use traveling east/west across the community from Belton to Rogers? (Check all that apply)
FM 93

FM 436

US 190/I-35/Loop 363/I-14

Other

If you chose 'other' please specify.
Type...

Frequency
How frequently do you drive between Belton and Rogers?
1-4 times a day
5+ times per day
1-5 times a week
6+ times a week
1-5 times month
Rarely
Travel reasons
Why do you travel between Belton and Rogers? Check all that apply.
Work/school commute

Business travel

Recreational travel

Shopping/errands

If you chose 'other' please specify
mportance
In your own words, how important is a more direct route connecting Belton and Rogers? Why?

Stay Involved/Thank You Screen
Where do you live?
Belton
Temple
Little River Academy
Rogers
Killeen Unincorporated Area
Outside study area
How long have you lived in this area?
0-2 years
3-5 years
6-10 years
11- 20 years
20+ years
D-15

Other

Did you attend the open house? – yes/no
How did you hear about the open house?
Newspaper
Flyer
Letter from Bell County
Email from Bell County
Friend/Neighbor/Relative/Co Worker
Nextdoor app
Neighborhood or Organization
Bell County website
TxDOT website
Other
What is your age?
18 and under
19-24
25-34
35 – 44
45-54
55-64
65+
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Appendix E – Comment Response Summary

Comment
Number

Name

Address/Contact
Information

Email

Comment

Responses

Is there enough traffic to justify this type of road? In my travels on this East/West Route I do not observe high volumes of traffic except the area that takes people back
Thank you for your comment. It will be considered as the project is developed further. A traffic study is currently
and forth from Killeen/Ft Hood/Cove to Belton/Temple. An Interstate type already exists there. You don't move military equipment on roads this distance. Ft Hood has rail
underway. This project has been identified as a regional priority in the Killeen-Temple Metropolitan Planning
that connects east to west. Gray Army Air Field is as good as it gets moving troops. You should follow the pink route. (On a separate comment sheet) Keep the road as it
Organization's (KTMPO) long range plan and is being studied in anticipation of potential future implementation.
is.
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further. A traffic study is currently
Has a traffic study for I-14 been conducted? Is there enough traffic to justify this type of road? It has been our observation that the existing travel route Is adequate for the
underway. This US 190 feasibility study is independent of any studies associated with I-14. This project has been
volume of traffic. Construction would be disruptive to several communities and many families. I urge you to follow the pink route. (On a separate comment sheet) Leave it
identified as a regional priority in the Killeen-Temple Metropolitan Planning Organization's (KTMPO) long range plan and
as it is.
is being studied in anticipation of potential future implementation.
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further. It should be noted that the US 190
We are STRONGLY against running I-14 anywhere other than down the existing 363 Loop! Makes no sense to not use already existing right of way where it is mostly all
feasibility study is independent of any studies associated with I-14. The project has been identified as a regional priority
commericial property and it has been recently expanded to 4 lanes each way already! L. River/Temple/Belton DO NOT NEED 2 major Interstates running through them!
in the Killeen-Temple Metropolitan Planning Organization's (KTMPO) long range plan and is being studied in anticipation
Please consider how much this would change the face of our community in a negative way!
of potential future implementation.
We just moved here to Belton, TX from Wyoming. We purchased a home with acreage on the path. Why wouldn't you use existing paths such as I-35 that is already under
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
construction and tie into 190 where it does not have much traffic already. My vote is for the PINK ROUTE!
The preferred route should be the current alignment on Pink Route. We have interstate qualily roads in place and with 4 lanes on 363 and potential 4 lane on FM 93 we
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
have adequate lane East & West. It would not be financially responsible to add 4 more East & West all within 6-8 mile corridor. To evaluate traffic and understanding
where it is going would greatly enhance decision making.

1

David Posey

2

Adele Posey

3

Tim & Marla
Truitt

4

Margaret Kaelin

5

Richard
Cortese

6

Matt Mathieson

I feel the best route is outlined on sheet 1.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

7

Agnes Kvoges

Use Pink Route Only

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

8

Margaret Green

Use Option - PINK* Obviously, sensibly - use existing. Road 190/36 enlarge - cheaper & condemns less new farmland. Northern bypass land already bought so stay
north around towns, but stay on 190/36 as CLOSE AS POSSIBLE.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

9

Bruce Walker

Save money. Take Temple's loop 363.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

10

Lee Hubbard

93 is a Death Trap. Likes Pink route. Check the # of daily traffic on 93. 93 - East (16,756) & West (16,756 cars/day). 33,000/+ cars per day

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

11

George "Rod"
Henry

I am President of Temple Chamber of Commerce with 1,100 members. We believe you need to select based on what makes the best sense economically and
environmentally. Utilizing the existing route I-35 to 190/363 in Temple going east makes good common sense. It will be difficult to get this funded anyway so selecting
anything but the most cost effective route just does not make sense. The existing route"exists"! Furthed designation as I-14 from I-35 to Rodgers would be appropriate.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

12

Teresa Lange

*#1 Pink* #2 Brown #3 Black <concerns flood plain & expense>. Would like to see the impact of phase 2 study in the above options.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

13

Roy Gates

Leave it like it is.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

14

Bill DiGaetano

It is prudent to use existing infrastructure of HWY 190 if this plan proceeds. Too many environmental issues exist with the brown and blue options. Fryers creek, leon river,
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
and rockwool site.

15

Charles Kohl

16

Steven Costa

17
18

David
Skrabanek
Sandra
Blankenship

18

Dan Maresh

20

Peter Brumleve

21

Susan Long

22
23
24

Prefer Pink or Aqua Route. Do not use FM-93. Too much traffic already and lots of utilities in the ground would definitely be cost effective to go this route. Aqua route
moves all traffic off IH-35 which is also already overloaded.
The "hub" of Central Texas is Temple. Use existing routes. (Pink). -"Improve Emergency Services" by using I-35 - 363 with overpass. (Pink) -Should review with Central
Texas EMS Services. - Keep Central Texas what it is. Stay off of our farm land.

Charles
Verheychen
Kenneth
Cosyer
Ernie
Degenhardt

Pink Route

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

I recommend using the existing route and mixing the Black and Aqua southern routes. Using existing infrastructure is economically reasonable. The Pink route or the
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
Brown are the best options at this time and for the forseeable future.
#1 The "Pink" route is the best of the proposed routes. The only problem is at LP 363 & T.C. - 5th St. Would need to bypass the controlled intersection currently under
construction & elevated non stop just south of that interexchange & a Tractor Supply overpass would be needed to bypass light. Then you're home free from there, almost Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
all R.O.W. is there. #2 The Aqua route is the second best, but lots of acerage will need to be purchased.
First, Thank you for doing this process. It's well organized and worthwhile. Worst by far is Blue & Brown. Next worst is aqua & black. Pink is by far the best option. Thank
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
you!
Temple City Council Dist. 3

Do not use 93, stay on existing route.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

#1 Pink route -- Existing Row, likely cheapest (except maybe #4-Black). Less disruption of people, business, environment. #2 & #3 Blue & Brown: Most distruption of
people, business, environment. Part of it would be through flood plain & existing water treatment plant. Contaminated soil around Rockwool. #4 & #5 Black & Aqua: Least
people, business. Cheapest ROW acquisition except for #1.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Pink Route 363. Infrasture in place.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Use 190 - the least impact, good for business, probably cheaper. Don't use 93 - too much residential, school, congestion, safety.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Use the existing roads. Minimize the cost. Minimize interruption to residential areas. PINK IS THE BEST OPTION. Other options take businesses away from Temple
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
Downtown. Since we moved to Temple, it lost airport. Now let us not take away more of Temple.
1. Maintain 190 option - 190 can be modified to handle any increase in traffic - Temple worked hard to get the option for economic advantages - DO NOT interfere with, or
choose, or consider any southern options - 93-95-436 LEAVE THEM ALONE. 2. Modify the graphics -Oliver cemetary has TX historical cemetery recognition. Oliver farm Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
is a TX historical farm - Wallace farm is a TX historical farm.
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25

Suma Pokala

26

Sandra Oliver

27

Paul Ryan

Larger route away from existing cities. Stay out of River Bottoms and concentration of feeder tributaries. Give cities affected by route location [the option to] move away
from city boundaries to allow more growth to the cities adjacent to R.O.W. More info [needed] from this group's status -- if not monthly at least quarterly.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

28

Richard Voigtel

A flyover from I-35 to the loop in Temple is the only plan that makes sense. Any other route would be exorbitantly expensive and result in a tidal wave of opposition.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

29

John Kiella

I like the Pink Route, it is the most cost effective and environmentally sound. Existing route!

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

30

Gina Williams

Please choose the PINK route. The road is mostly four lane already so not only would it cost less, it would affect less land. Rather than cutting through neighborhoods,
demolishing a church, homes and businesses, possibly affecting a cemetery, and taking large parcels of farm and ranch land, it seems the most logical choice is to stay
on the route already designated as 190. My husband and I bought our dream home just over a year ago and if this road comes down 93, we will be one house away from
an interstate. We certainly would have never bought this home if we thought that would ever be the case. It will not only lower the value of our prooperty, it will affect our
access to anywhere we need to go not to mention the noise factor and loss of peace and tranquility that we have right now. Choose PINK!!!

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

31

Mary
Pvuncosper

Pink Route 363

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

32

Ashley Goolsby

Pink route

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

33

Sydney Eary

Please vote pink. It is the cheapest route for tax payers, already in place, and will affect the least number of families.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

34

Melissa Ingriola

My vote is to use the pink route. The road structure is already in existence. The other two routes would completely demolish a community. We chose to live in Academy
because we are out of the main city. Putting this new road [in] the community would be a travesty. I don't agree with the benefit being unused land. The land is used for
farming. There are many benefits to leaving the Academy community in tact. Stick with the route that is already in existence and enhance that route.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Received Comment Online

35

Kristina

Choose the pink route

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Received Comment Online

36

Bradley
Harrison

Please choose pink path….. Do not [route] a huge highway through our nice country area taking away our land and buildings, church, and cemetary

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
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After reviewing the maps at last night's Open House held at the Bell County Expo, I only see one option that makes sense. Keeping the current US 190 route, merging
onto I-35, Loop 363 and onto Hwy 36 supports the most infrastructure and probably requires the least right-of-way acquisition. Regardless of which route is chosen, a new Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
intersection will have to be constructed. That makes a "fly-over" at I-35 and Loop 363 a neutral factor.
In regards to the US-190 Feasibility Study, I would like to see TXDOT go with the pink route in order to keep as much of the development and associated hazards out of
Little River-Academy and the surrounding areas. While the effect of a major highway in or around town may seem insignificant from a numbers standpoint or a shorter
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
route, it would have a drastic negative effect in such a small town by relocating homes and businesses (that may not reopen there) and the safety of the children going
to/from school

Manner Received

Date
Received

Received Comment Online

December 1st,
2017

Received Comment Online

December 10th,
2017

I live right on the Blue route proposal. I am quite concerned that the proposed realignment will facilitate the removal of my home of the past 35 years. And if you go with the
Pink route, there will not be a need to widen a bridge over a river (Leon), two churches (CLC & TVBC), a high school (CTCS), a 4-5 percent grade (Taylors Valley at
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
Boutwell), a railroad (Katy), a cemetery (Greathouse) an underpass (Hwy 95) several new and very expensive subdivisions and a major water line to the Panda Plant to
negotiate. And priceless farmland. Use the existing HWY 190/36/Loop 363 roadway. A simple little flyover should fix everything.

Received Comment Online

December 11th,
2017

40

Dan & Linda
Case

With the recent/ongoing investments in I-35, South Loop 363 and Highway 36 east of 363/95, it would seem to make more sense to utilize the existing corridor vs.
alternative routes, ESPECIALLY FM 436. While the 436 routes are slightly north of Little River/Academy, the impact to local traffic, traffic going north to Temple as well as
overall impact to private property and property values would be significant and adverse. I spent 15 years on the Academy ISD Board of Trustees and was on the board
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
when one of our school buses was hit at the 93/Old 95 intersection resulting in many injuries and the loss of the life of our bus driver. Bringing a high traffic volume
highway into the district will create more opportunities for accidents. Following the existing corridor routing avoids this potential. We STRONGLY are AGAINST either of
the 436 alternatives and are STRONGLY in FAVOR of utilizing the existing route. Thank You.

Received Comment Online

December 2nd,
2017

41

Kelly Chaffer

Keep it on the pink [route]… it would take too much land & homes away going through Little River Academy. Not to mention there are several schools right off of FM 436.
Let’s keep this small town small & quiet like it is. Less traffic

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Received Comment Online

December 8th,
2017

42

Rebecca Marek

The ONLY route I am in agreement with is the pink option that keeps the highway going through Temple. I think it is the only option that will have the least negative impact
on neighborhoods, the town of Little River Academy, schools, homes and land. I am begging everyone who has the power to make this decision, NOT to destroy our town, Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
land, and homes with this highway. Please feel free to contact me for further discussion.

Received Comment Online

December 8th,
2017

43

Bailey Dent

We are hoping for the pink route to be chosen as it utilizes more of the existing road, and causes less disturbance to the nearby land. We bought property in Academy in
the hopes of enjoying a little piece of country with the nearby town, and want to raise our kids here. We do not want to have a major influx of traffic or construction.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Received Comment Online

December 13th,
2017

44

Mike Dent

The PINK route needs to be the route they stick with. We just bought land in Knob Hill and will be building in the next year. The other routes will take out what will be our
new home.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Received Comment Online

December 13th,
2017

45

Sara Dent

We just bought land in Knob Hill and plan on building our house in the next year. We need the Pink route to be the one they go forward with.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Received Comment Online

December 13th,
2017

46

Julia Riffle

I strongly suggest after living in the area my whole life that the best plan would be the pink one

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Received Comment Online

47

Jessica Walker

I would like the pink route. Less expensive. Would not disrupte farm and ranch.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

37

Harry Macey

38

Jennifer
McDonald

39

Bruce J McAtee

If using 93, would be complicated from 190 west from Killeen, is still on I-35, the most congested area of 190/I35 (at fly over, merging I-35). Rockwool: contaminated. 93
has significant high end homes that would need to be taken out. Noise pollution on 93 - is now a quiet neighborhood. (Written on a separate comment sheet) Latest flood
plain maps are very inaccurate! Because of the growth of South Temple, the drainage into Fryers creek is damaging the entire creek. Friars creet (it is spelled both ways)
floods every time there is a 2-3 inch rain (up to 25 FEET at our property and at crossing at 93 near 31st St. Our property is eroding away. We are at the END of Friars
creek at Leon.
Please do not use Highway 93 to connect Belton & Rogers (ie I-14). It will negatively impact million dollar homes, apartments, schools, churches, farmland & a railroad
track! I am also opposed to using Highway 436 through downtown Little River Academy. It will be detrimental to that tiny town - its schools, homes, churches & farmland.
The current route is fine!!!
Please no Brown or Blue. Black or Aqua OK, go with the least traffic problems now. HWY 93 is a death trap!! Way too much traffic NOW. Flooding is also a BIG Problem
now. Can't take any more water. The study on traffic on 93 is totally incorrect - As of today approx 33,000 per day.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
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Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further. Please note that the US 190
Feasibility Study is independent of any studies associated with I-14.
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48

Gale
Verheyden

49

Nell Brindley

50

Beth Hubbard

51

Robert Prohe

52

Charles
Verheychen

53

Leroy Meyer

I am against the FM93 Route. Too much traffic, not enough roadway.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

54

Gagan
Prakash, MD

1. I am absolutely against and strongly oppose the FM 93 and the 436 route 2. Area around FM 93 all the way from 31st street to railway tracks is becoming highly
residential and trying to make a highway there will effect a lot of residents/schools and communities. 3. Please consider the 190 option. 4. FM93, 436 -> NO!!!! 190 -> Ok

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

55

Gene Linn

56

Steve Hoeft

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Best long term would be one of the 436 Options. In the shorter term 365 may be best because of reduced cost. 93 is congested already and would not tolerate the
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
expansion.
(Pink) 1. Existing Row, likely cheapest (except maybe #4-black). Less disruption of people, business, environment. (Blue & Brown) 2. & 3. Most distruption of people,
business, environment. Part [of it] would be through flood plain & existing water treatment plant. Contaminated soil around Rockwool. (Black & Aqua) 4. & 5. Least people, Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
business. Cheapest ROW acquisition except for #1.

Farmland is extremely valuable for food production. Don't ruin the farmland. We aren't going to be able to feed our people. We've got to protect our farmland. Use current
road. Stay on road that is existing. Do not veer off on open fields/farmland. Invites the project team to the Little River Bottom area to take us on a tour, starting at Three
Forks.
Please do NOT bring an interstate through our beautiful residential areas along FM93 (Blue or Brown routes)! There are children loading onto buses, steep hills and blind
driveways along this route. It would be hazardous to hundreds of our families, and detrimental to our livelihoods, home values, and way of life. Please do not choose Blue
or Brown routes. Thank you.
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Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
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Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
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57

Brian Vanicek

Bell County residents and area officials flocked Thursday evening to the Bell County Expo Center in Belton to weigh in on the proposed realignment of U.S. Highway 190.
While there are several routes proposed, one sentiment was common among attendees: Don't use FM 93. --Temple Daily Telegram, November 30, 2017
President Abraham Lincoln once said, “The legitimate object of government is to do for a community of people, whatever they need to have done, but cannot do, at all, or
cannot, so well do, for themselves – in their separate, and individual capacities.” Transportation is one of those things we can’t do on our own. We can’t build roads to all
of the places we have to go by ourselves so we have to do this together. That includes providing our studied input into where the roads should go — and where they
shouldn’t. In the 1950’s, President Eisenhower launched our Interstate Highway program and the federal government started funding up to 90 percent of project costs in
order to build a nationwide highway system. What started out as eight miles of roadway in the middle of Kansas grew to become one of the most expansive and
impressive road networks that the world has ever seen. In the haste to get things done, many of the freeways were routed through neighborhoods, effectively ensuring
their degradation and demise. If you have ever lived near an Interstate Highway or a major roadway that gets rerouted through an existing residential community, then you
know what can happen: A new more convenient, high speed thoroughfare is built and — in the name of progress — a community and its quality of life are destroyed. All
across the United States of America and throughout the state of Texas, cities and small towns are paying the price for projects that failed to take quality of life issues into
consideration before building of highways. Arguably, part of that price is that we now have inherited entire areas of cities where the infrastructure that was supposed to
benefit and connect people is dividing them. In the words of past U.S. Transportation Secretary Anthony Foxx, “We built highways and railways and airports that literally
carved up communities, leaving bulldozed homes, broken dreams, and, in fact, sapping many families of the one asset they had: their home.” The project is currently
being referred to by the Killeen-Temple Metropolitan Planning Organization (KTMPO) and in the media as “a realignment of Highway 190.” It is easy to infer that “a
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further. Please note that the US 190
realignment of Highway 190” may be a precursor advisory to “laying the groundwork for Interstate 14.” It is my understanding that the Interstate 14 concept became a
Feasibility Study is independent of any studies associated with I-14.
reality when House Transportation Committee members District 27 Congressman Blake Farenthold of Corpus Christi and District 36 Congressman Brian Babin of
Woodville authored and introduced the amendment to the 2015 Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act (FAST) Act which created the “I-14 Central Texas Corridor,” a
far-reaching interstate highway project from El Paso, Texas to Augusta, Georgia that generally follows US 190 in Texas. Senator John Cornyn sponsored the amendment
in the Senate. Also, I believe that the official Future I-14 designation was approved when the FAST Act was signed into law on December 4, 2015 by President Obama.
One of the KTMPO routing options parallels that of State Highway 93 which runs through the middle of one of Bell County and Central Texas’ most historic and
picturesque residential areas — Taylor’s Valley. If this option is selected, it could weigh a tremendous and negative impact on the City of Temple and many of its residents.
Taylor’s Valley and its immediate vicinity comprises one of the City of Temple’s most family-friendly residential areas, including the neighborhoods of Valley Ranch, Hidden
Meadow, Deefield Estates, d’Antoni’s Crossing, Misty Creek, Springwood Court, Las Colinas, Hartrick’s Bluff, Wyndam Hill and Alta Vista . . . with more on the way. The
good news — as it relates to Temple, Texas — is that the decision makers in this process have access to the clarity that comes with more than a half century of hindsight.
KTMPO authorities — and everyone else involved — have the opportunity to learn from the past — what has worked and what hasn’t worked — and to do it in a way that
complements the city and its residents. It was encouraging to see District Five State Represent Hugh Shine and Temple City Councilwoman Susan Long in attendance at
the Bell County Expo Center during the open house meeting hosted by KTMPO on December 1 to discuss the possible realignment of U.S. Highway 190 and to hear both
them speak out in opposition to the Highway 190 route which parallels State Highway 93. The assurance of a Highway 190/Interstate 14 route that parallels the existing
Interstate 35/Loop 363 path would be a wonderful Christmas gift for generations to come! History would record that we did our homework, accepted our civic responsibility
and worked together to preserve the sanctity and quality of life for hundreds of Temple area residents. Thank you for the opportunity to offer my comments.

58

John Bowling

I am very opposed to the idea of running US 190 along the FM 93 route. The traffic onto side roads including the South 31st Street is already dangerous, and adding the
US 190 traffic would be disastrous.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Received Comment Online

December 1st,
2017

Tara Battershell

After attending the public information meeting on November 30, I believe that the proposed route along FM93 will be the least effective choice for the Hwy 190 project. It
seems windening the current 190 route would be more cost-effective and less disruptive, taking advantage of current right-of-ways and infrastructure that is already in
place. The route along FM436 might be less disruptive to existing development, though it would require more cost and time in acquiring right-of-way land and constructing
infrastructure.
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
The route along FM 93 would displace too many homes, churches, and other existing development to make it appealing or feasible. Frankly, the proposed 400’ right of
way required to widen the existing road to the desired capacity would destroy our neighborhood, and place the edge of the highway within 10’ of my front door. For these
primary reasons, I strongly oppose the proposal to re-route Hwy 190 along the existing FM93 corridor between I-35 and Rogers.

Received Comment Online

December 10th,
2017

60

Allen Nash

We support: Black or Southern Routes
1. Provide faster route to the east from IH-14/I-35 intersection, as compared to Pink route.
2. Future long term growth could reach below FM 93 and potentially provide the smaller populated Cities/communities opportunity for growth/development.
3. Future proofing long term modal transportation needs, by utilizing southern routes, can limit future major new infrastructure and associated ROW acquisitions.
4. High speed thoroughfares located in relatively close proximity (e.g. 2.8 miles) to an established highway (e.g. current SH 190 route or Pink route) will need additional
evaluations to support any potential alteration to traffic patterns.
We do not support: Central route
Concerns:
1. Existing and future zoned residential development could create greater public opposition (i.e. sound levels, busy roadway, “not in my back yard” mentality, etc.)
2. Little to no “buffer” from highway to residential lots in the area along FM 93 from FM 1741 to Old Hwy 95. Ideal planning is to have commercially zoned lots buffer
residential development.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Received Comment Online

December 9th,
2017

61

Luther Voqel

I live on Hwy 93 and I don't believe this would be a good choice as there are too many subdivisions that feed into 93. Also the Taylor's Valley Church would have to be
moved.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

62

Susan Long

Do not use 93, stay on existing route.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

63

Dan Corbin

436 is the most direct route and would allow military convoys & make a move cheapter and quicker.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
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59

Temple City Council Dist. 3

We are currently completing our house at 6565 W. FM 436. We specifically chose this location to move AWAY from highways and enjoy country living. Should the
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
highway be developed through 436, all of the people who chose to move and live in the country would have a highway in their front yard! In addition the wildlife and
environment would be uprooted which would create upset with the current food webs and food chains. Please reconsider using FM436.
Please do not use Hwy 93 to connect Belton & Rogers (ie I-14). It will negatively impact million dollar homes, apartments, schools, churches, farmland & a railroad track! I
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further. Please note that the US 190
am also opposed to using Highway 436 through downtown Little River Academy. It will be detrimental to that tiny town - its schools, homes, churches & farmland. The
Feasibility Study is independent of any studies associated with I-14.
current route is fine!!!

64

Kim Rogers

65

Nell Brindley

66

Todd Stowe

No to Black & Aqua Routes. Runs right through our property at the corner of 1123 & 436.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

67

Vicki Stowe

No to black and aqua routes. Cuts right through the middle of my property. 3420 FM 1123, Belton.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

68

Misty Leofsky

69

Tom Heard

70

Anaymous

71

James Monroe

72

Joe Ware

73

Brandon Potts

74

Oscar
Slotboom

75

Cheryl Viogtel

76

Oscar Arawr

77

David Patrick

The 436 - elm Grove road will be taking land owners out of their homes. Land that has been passed down to us by my dad who just passed away in June. NOTE: My land
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
on Elm Grove Road is impacted by the Black and Aqua routes.
In reviewing the FM 436 Route I noticed that the Fort Griffin Range Site and the two cemeteries, moreno Catholic and Fort Griffin are in the 190 row. The fort site and the
two cemeteries are only 300' apart and the freeway row is 600' wide. This is not going to work. FM 436 runs between these two sites, but it's ROW is only 125' wide. Even
if the freeway could somehow be shoe-horned between the two, this would garner outrage by putting a freeway through the historic site that would not survive public
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
scruitny. The cemetery contains over 50 Texas Rangers skilled in line of duty along with the grave of the first Texas Ranger Captain. The fort was built in 1836 and
commissioned by Sam Houston. Plowing these sites under will not be popular.
Using the aqua route makes the most sense trying to get traffic away from already congested traffic routes!
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Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
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2017

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Received Comment Online

November 9th,
2017

Received Comment at Open
House
Received Comment at Open
House
Received Comment at Open
House

November 30th,
2017
November 30th,
2017
November 30th,
2017

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Well done. General & Detailed. Information available. Good mix of display boards, graphics and computers.

Thank you for your comment.

Lynda, Please send me all the five alignments for our planning with the cities of Temple and Belton. Thank you.

Request noted.
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December 6th,
2017

Received Comment at Open
House
Received Comment at Open
House
Received Comment at Open
House

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Aqua route from 190 to 35 would require completely new construction with bridges across 4 waterways. From 35 to 436 the route requires crossing 7 additional
waterways. This makes no sense to build a new road across II waterways with associated bridge costs.
I think aqua route is good route. Looks ([ike it will] affect less people. Be [illegible] using some road that are in place. I live in curve of Shanklin and it would take my house
out completely. I'm ok with that.
I am commenting regarding the proposed aqua route cutting off of 1670 and running through I-35 and continuing through Rogers. I was born and raised on some land off
of FM 1670 that could be affected by this proposed route and so have many of my close friends. The route seems unnecessary and would be much smarter to start off of I35.
For the US 190 Feasibility Study, I support a new alignment with a limited-access freeway. The new alignment should be as straight and efficient as possible, and it should
also avoid intermingling traffic on busy IH-35. This means the Aqua route is the best. Ideally the Aqua route should be refined to make it as straight as possible,
particularly the section around IH-35 which appears to have a curvy alignment on the preliminary route options map.
Absolutely terrible plan! I do NOT want a 6 lane hwy literally in my front yard. If I wanted that I would have purchased land and built my house on the access Rd of I-35 25
years ago! Whoever thought this up is a complete moron!

Received Comment Online

Comment
Number

Name

Address/Contact
Information

Email

Comment

Responses

Manner Received

Date
Received

Lucas Wong,
Lisa Go

*Wants to attend WG #4 as observer* *Add to WG Stakeholder email list.

Request noted.

Received Comment at Open November 30th,
House
2017

Jessica
Respondek

Please be aware that Fort Griffin cemetary, at the intersection of FM 436 and Wilson Valley Rd is a very historic site with the first person recorded buried there in 1832.
Thank you for avoiding it. (On a separate comment form) Across the road from the Fort Griffin Cemetary, the new road would go right over the site where Fort Griffin was
located. 2 Large Oak trees at the front and back of Rose & Marcle Conde's house were originally used to climb into for safety when the large herds of buffalo came
through the area. The former owner of the property, Hal Hartick, got tired of people digging in his yard for artifacts so he had the historical monument located across the
street (Hartick Bluff Spur) from where Fort Griffin was located.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Received Comment at Open November 30th,
House
2017

80

Michelle
Ciccariello

Please DO NOT rely on FEMA for flood information when looking at the Belton area, especially South Belton...there are years and years of LOMAs that make it look, from
FEMA perspective, like that area is just fine. We have flooding issues EVERY TIME IT RAINS. You need to send in geologists and do actual testing on soil infiltration,
earth slump and flow erosiveness and erosion patterns, water flow and elevation, current and projected rainfall patterns, soil percolation data... DO NOT CHEAT THE
DATA OR CUT CORNERS. We are very wary of the phrase, "Engineers will sign off on it," since we have seen that happen over and over again on land that floods
before during and even small road "improvements." The latest I-35 expansion in the vicinity of Shanklin Road and Mesquite Road has been a disaster for us...our only
road out of our neighborhood now floods to the point of being impassable ever since TxDOT paved over the shoulder and put in curbs, now all the water is unable to seep
into the soil and disperse. The tiny openings for underground culverts right before openings in the curb for side roads cannot BEGIN to accommodate the same amount of
water AND divert water away from the normal underground water flows that it used to follow. It's an engineering MESS!!!!! Somebody signed off on something without
ever even testing what it was going to do to the side roads coming off the expansion. And who pays for the mess? Not the ones who keep saying," Don't worry engineers Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.
will sign off on that..." We are so tired of road builders recklessly destroying everything with no regard for damage. Also, who builds an Interstate access road with a curb
so that when truckers have a flat, they just stop in the middle of the lane and "hope" traffic coming from behind can tell they are stopped dead in the middle of a lane? I see
this at least every other week. There is never any indication that the truck is stopped dead until you almost crash into it. We don't want your poorly-"engineered" roads
coming through our area. You don't bother to get real data, you get corrupt "engineers" to sign off on things they never actually tested, you don't care about causing
catastrophic damage, and you don't pay for what you destroy. Stay away from Shanklin Road. We will fight this with every breath in our bodies. WE HAVE HAD ENOUGH
ABUSE!!!!!!!!!!!! ENOUGH of people STEALING private property for profit. Eminent Domain specifically says you are not supposed to take land for economic development
OR for "public use" that is just a pretense for economic development, but you do it anyway. The law says you are supposed to pay for what you destroy, but you never do.
You literally DESTROY LIVES with these road projects. STOP IT!

Received Comment Online

December 2nd,
2017

81

Rod Henry

I feel the need to express my concern about the wording on the survey that I completed at the open house on the subject of the route that is already designated and
utilizes I-35, Temple Loop (190/36). The wording left the impression that this route would impact existing businesses more than the others under consideration. This does
not make sense in light that the existing route already exists. Also, it would appeaar the wording does not take into account that farm land is a business. I felt it was
misleading.

Thank you for your comment.It will be considered as the project is developed further.

Received Comment Online

December 13th,
2017

82

Gary Bushell

Linda, it was my understanding that the next steps in this process is to narrow the possible routes for further study from the current six or so to three. Is that correct?
Thanks, Gary

The study team, in conjunction with the US 190 Working Group, will evaluate public comments and will use them, along
Received Comment at Open November 30th,
with more detailed environmental, engineering, and traffic data, to identify the route or routes to recommend for further
House
2017
study.

78

79
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Appendix F – Comment Forms

Online Comments
Name:

Oscar Slotboom

Email:

Closest
Intersection:
US190
Feasibility
Study

Phone: Message:

For the US 190 Feasibility Study, I
support a new alignment with a
limited-access freeway. The new
alignment should be as straight
and efficient as possible, and it
should also avoid intermingling
traffic on busy IH 35.
This means the Aqua route is the
best. Ideally the Aqua route should
be refined to make it as straight as
possible, particularly the section
around IH35 which appears to
have a curvy alignment on the
preliminary route options map.

Gagan Prakash

FM 93 and 31st
street

1. I am absolutely against and
strongly oppose the FM-93
and the 436 routes for the
US 190 Feasibility Study
2. Area around FM 93 all the
way from the 31st street
to the railway track is
becoming highly
residential., and trying to
make a highway through
this will effect a lot of
residents, schools and
communities.
3. Please consider the 190
option.
4. What FM 93 needs is
reduction in the speed
limit to about 45 and more
traffic lights (specially at
the junction of FM 93 and
the Hatrick Bluff Road).
5. FM93, 436 -----> NO!
190 ------> OK
Thank you.

Michelle
Ciccariello

I-35 and
Mesquite Road
F-1

Please DO NOT rely on FEMA for
flood information when looking at

the Belton area, especially South
Belton...there are years and years
of LOMAs that make it look, from
FEMA perspective, like that area is
just fine. We have flooding issues
EVERY TIME IT RAINS. You need to
send in geologists and do actual
testing on soil infiltration, earth
slump and flow erosiveness and
erosion patterns, water flow and
elevation, current and projected
rainfall patterns, soil percolation
data... DO NOT CHEAT THE DATA
OR CUT CORNERS. We are very
wary of the phrase, "Engineers will
sign off on it," since we have seen
that happen over and over again
on land that floods before during
and after even small road
"improvements." The latest I-35
expansion in the vicinity of
Shanklin Road and Mesquite Road
has been a disaster for us... our
only road out of our neighborhood
now floods to the point of being
impassable ever since TXDot paved
over the shoulder and put in curbs,
now all the water is unable to seep
into the soil and disperse, the tiny
openings for underground culverts
right before openings in the curb
for side roads cannot BEGIN to
accommodate the same amount of
water AND diverts water away
from the normal underground
water flows that it used to follow.
It's an engineering MESS!!!!!!
Somebody signed off on something
without ever even testing what it
was going to do to the side roads
coming off the expansion. And who
pays for the mess? Not the ones
who keep saying, "Don't worry
engineers will sign off on that..."
We are so tired of road builders
recklessly destroying everything
with no regard for damage. Also,
who builds an Interstate access
F-2

road with a curb so that when
truckers have a flat, they just stop
in the middle of the lane and
"hope" traffic coming from behind
can tell they are stopped dead in
the middle of a lane? I see this at
least every other week. There is
never any indication that the truck
is stopped dead until you almost
crash into it. We don't want your
poorly-"engineered" roads coming
through our area. You don't bother
to get real data, you get corrupt
"engineers" to sign off on things
they never actually tested, you
don't care about causing
catastrophic damage, and you
don't pay for what you destroy.
Stay away from Shanklin Road. We
will fight this with every breath in
our bodies. WE HAVE HAD
ENOUGH ABUSE!!!!!!!!!!!!
ENOUGH of people STEALING
private property for profit.
Eminent Domain specifically says
you are not supposed to take land
for economic development OR for
"public use" that is just a pretense
for economic development, but
you do it anyway. The law says you
are supposed to pay for what you
destroy, but you never do. You
literally DESTROY LIVES with these
road projects. STOP IT!

John Bowling

FM 93 and
South 31st
Street

I am very opposed to the idea of
running US 190 along the FM 93
route. The traffic onto side roads
including South 31st Street is
already dangerous, and adding the
US 190 traffic would be disastrous.

Harry Macey

US 190
Feasibility
Study

After reviewing the maps at last
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night's Open House held at the Bell
County Expo, I only see one option
that makes sense. Keeping the

current US 190 route, merging onto I35, Loop 363 and on to Hwy 36
supports the most infrastructure and
probably requires the least right-ofway acquisition. Regardless of which
route is chosen, a new intersection
will have to be constructed. That
makes a "fly-over" at I-35 and Loop
363 a neutral factor.

Steve Hoeft

FM93 and 31st
ST - Temple

Please do NOT bring an interstate
through our beautiful residential
areas along FM93 (Blue or Brown
routes)! There are children loading
onto buses, steep hills and blind
driveways along this route. It
would hazardous to hundreds of
our families, and detrimental to
our livelihoods, home values, and
way of life. Please do not choose
Blue or Brown routes. Thanks you.

Gina Williams

Hwy 93 and
Boutwell Lane
E

Please choose the PINK route. The
road is mostly four lane already so
not only would it cost less, it would
affect less land. Rather than cutting
through neighborhoods, demolishing
a church, homes and businesses,
possibly affecting a cemetery, and
taking large parcels of farm and
ranch land, it seems the most logical
choice is to stay on the route already
designated as 190. My husband and
I bought our dream home just over a
year ago and if this road comes down
93, we will be one house away from
an interstate. We certainly would
have never bought this home if we
thought that would ever be the case.
It will not only lower the value of our
property, it will affect our access to
anywhere we need to go not to
mention the noise factor and loss of
peace and tranquility that we have
right now. Choose PINK!!!

Misty Leofsky

436

the 436- elm Grove road will be
taking land owners out of their
homes. Land that has been passed
down to us be my dad who just
passed away in June. (NOTE: Her
land on Elm Grove Road is impacted
by the Black and Aqua routes.)
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Dan & Linda
Case

FM 436 & Hwy
95

With the recent/ongoing investments
in I35, South Loop 363 and Highway
36 east of 363/95, it would seem to
make more sense to utilize the
existing corridor vs. alternative
routes, ESPECIALLY FM 436. While
the 436 routes are slightly north of
Little River/Academy, the impact to
local traffic, traffic going north to
Temple as well as overall impact to
private property and property values
would be significant and adverse. I
spent 15 years on the Academy ISD
Board of Trustees and was on the
board when one of our school buses
was hit at the 93/Old 95 intersection
resulting in many injuries and the
loss of the life of our bus driver.
Bringing a high traffic volume
highway into the district will create
more opportunities for accidents.
Following the existing corridor routing
avoids this potential. We STRONGLY
are AGAINST either of the 436
alternatives and are STRONGLY in
FAVOR of utilizing the existing route.
Thank You.

Brian Vanicek

Proposed
rerouting of
State Hwy 190

Bell County residents and area
officials flocked Thursday evening to
the Bell County Expo Center in
Belton to weigh in on the proposed
realignment of U.S. Highway 190.
While there are several routes
proposed, one sentiment was
common among attendees: Don’t use
FM 93.
--Temple Daily Telegram, November
30, 2017
President Abraham Lincoln once
said, “The legitimate object of
government is to do for a community
of people, whatever they need to
have done, but cannot do, at all, or
cannot, so well do, for themselves –
in their separate, and individual
capacities.” Transportation is one of
those things we can’t do on our own.
We can’t build roads to all of the
places we have to go by ourselves so
we have to do this together. That
includes providing our studied input
into where the roads should go —
and where they shouldn’t.
In the 1950’s, President Eisenhower
launched our Interstate Highway
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program and the federal government
started funding up to 90 percent of
project costs in order to build a
nationwide highway system. What
started out as eight miles of roadway
in the middle of Kansas grew to
become one of the most expansive
and impressive road networks that
the world has ever seen. In the haste
to get things done, many of the
freeways were routed through
neighborhoods, effectively ensuring
their degradation and demise.
If you have ever lived near an
Interstate Highway or a major
roadway that gets rerouted through
an existing residential community,
then you know what can happen: A
new more convenient, high speed
thoroughfare is built and — in the
name of progress — a community
and its quality of life are destroyed.
All across the United States of
America and throughout the state of
Texas, cities and small towns are
paying the price for projects that
failed to take quality of life issues into
consideration before building of
highways. Arguably, part of that price
is that we now have inherited entire
areas of cities where the
infrastructure that was supposed to
benefit and connect people is
dividing them.
In the words of past U.S.
Transportation Secretary Anthony
Foxx, “We built highways and
railways and airports that literally
carved up communities, leaving
bulldozed homes, broken dreams,
and, in fact, sapping many families of
the one asset they had: their home.”
The project is currently being being
referred to by the Killeen-Temple
Metropolitan Planning Organization
(KTMPO) and in the media as “a
realignment of Highway 190.” It is
easy to infer that “a realignment of
Highway 190” may be a precursor
advisory to “laying the groundwork
for Interstate 14.” It is my
understanding that the Interstate 14
concept became a reality when
House Transportation Committee
members District 27 Congressman
Blake Farenthold of Corpus Christi
and District 36 Congressman Brian
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Babin of Woodville authored and
introduced the amendment to the
2015 Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation Act (FAST) Act which
created the “I-14 Central Texas
Corridor,” a far-reaching interstate
highway project from El Paso, Texas
to Augusta, Georgia that generally
follows US 190 in Texas. Senator
John Cornyn sponsored the
amendment in the Senate. Also, I
believe that the official Future I-14
designation was approved when the
FAST Act was signed into law on
December 4, 2015 by President
Obama.
One of the KTMPO routing options
parallels that of State Highway 93
which runs through the middle of one
of Bell County and Central Texas’
most historic and picturesque
residential areas — Taylor’s Valley. If
this option is selected, it could weigh
a tremendous and negative impact
on the City of Temple and many of its
residents. Taylor’s Valley and its
immediate vicinity comprises one of
the City of Temple’s most familyfriendly residential areas, including
the neighborhoods of Valley Ranch,
Hidden Meadow, Deefield Estates,
d’Antoni’s Crossing, Misty Creek,
Springwood Court, Las Colinas,
Hartrick’s Bluff, Wyndam Hill and Alta
Vista . . . with more on the way.
The good news — as it relates to
Temple, Texas — is that the decision
makers in this process have access
to the clarity that comes with more
than a half century of hindsight.
KTMPO authorities — and everyone
else involved — have the opportunity
to learn from the past — what has
worked and what hasn’t worked —
and to do it in a way that
complements the city and its
residents.
It was encouraging to see District
Five State Represent Hugh Shine
and Temple City Councilwoman
Susan Long in attendance at the Bell
County Expo Center during the open
house meeting hosted by KTMPO on
December 1 to discuss the possible
realignment of U.S. Highway 190 and
to hear both them speak out in
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opposition to the Highway 190 route
which parallels State Highway 93.
The assurance of a Highway
190/Interstate 14 route that parallels
the existing Interstate 35/Loop 363
path would be a wonderful Christmas
gift for generations to come! History
would record that we did our
homework, accepted our civic
responsibility and worked together to
preserve the sanctity and quality of
life for hundreds of Temple area
residents.
Thank you for the opportunity to offer
my comments.

Melissa Ingriola

Hwy 93 and
Hwy 36 and
436 and Hwy
36

My vote is to use the pink route.
The road structure is already in
existence. The other two routes
would completely demolish a
community. We chose to live in
Academy because we are out of
the main city. Putting this new
road they the community would
be a travesty. I don't agree with
the benefit being unused land.
The land is used for farming.
There are many benefits to
leaving the Academy
community in tact. Stick with the
route that is already in existence
and enhance that route.

Sydney Eary

Pink

Please vote pink it is the
cheapest route for tax payers,
already in place, and will affect
the least number of families.

Kristina

Hwy 95 and FM
436

Choose the pink route

Bradley Harrison

95 and 436

Please choose path pink..... do
nor rub a huge highway through
our nice country area taking
away our land and buildings,
church, and cemetary

Ashley Goolsby

5th street and
Pullman place

Pink route

F-8

Julia Riffle

93/190

I strongly suggest after living in
the area my her life that the best
plan would be the pink one

Jennifer
McDonald

Assuming
home address Westchester
Ct. and Fair Hill
Dr.

In regards to the US-190
Feasibility Study, I would like to
see TXDOT go with the pink
route in order to keep as much
of the development and
associated hazards out of Little
River-Academy and the
surrounding areas. While the
effect of a major highway in or
around town may seem
insignificant from a numbers
standpoint or a shorter route it
would have a drastic negative
effect in such a small town by
relocating homes and
businesses (that may not
reopen there) and the safety of
the children going to/from
school

Bruce J McAtee

Hwy 93 and
Tanglewood

I live right on the Blue route
proposal. I am quite concerned
that the proposed realignment
will facilitate the removal of my
home of the past 35 years. And
if you go with the Pink route,
there will not be a need to widen
a bridge over a river (Leon), two
churches (CLC & TVBC), a high
school (CTCS), a 4-5 percent
grade (Taylors Valley at
Boutwell), a railroad (Katy), a
cemetery (Greathouse) an
underpass (Hwy 95) several
new and very expensive
subdivisions and a major water
line to the Panda Plant to
negotiate. And priceless
farmland. Use the existing HWY
190/36/Loop 363 roadway. A
simple little flyover should fix
everything.
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Tara Battershell

31st St @ FM93
in Temple

After attending the public
information meeting on
November 30, I believe that the
proposed route along FM93 will
be the least effective choice for
the Hwy 190 project. It seems
the windening the current 190
route would be more costeffective and less disruptive,
taking advantage of current
right-of-ways and infrastructure
that is already in place. The
route along FM436 might be
less disruptive to existing
development, though it would
require more cost and time in
acquiring right-of-way land and
constructing infrastructure.
The route along FM 93 would
displace too many homes,
churches, and other existing
development to make it
appealing or feasible. Frankly,
the proposed 400’ right of way
required to widen the existing
road to the desired capacity
would destroy our
neighborhood, and place the
edge of the highway within 10’
of my front door. For these
primary reasons, I strongly
oppose the proposal to re-route
Hwy 190 along the existing
FM93 corridor between I-35 and
Rogers.

Brandon Potts

Auction barn
rd/FM 1670
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I am commenting regarding the
proposed aqua route cutting off
of 1670 and running through I35 and continuing through
Rogers. I was born and raised
on some land off of FM 1670
that could be affected by this
proposed route and so have
many of my close friends. The
route seems unnecessary and
would be much smarter to start
off of I-35.

Kelly Chaffer

FM 436 & Old
Hwy 95

Keep it on the pink… it would
take too much land & homes
away going through Little River
Academy. Not to mention there
are several schools right off of
FM 436. Let’s keep this small
town small & quiet like it is. Less
traffic

Rebecca Marek

FM 436 and
HWY 95 in
Academy

The ONLY route I am in
agreement with is the pink
option that keeps the highway
going through Temple. I think it
is the only option that will have
the least negative impact on
neighborhoods, the town of
Little River Academy, schools,
peoples homes and land. I am
begging everyone who has the
power to make this decision,
NOT to destroy our town, land,
and homes with this highway.
Please feel free to contact me
for further discussion.

Allen Nash

FM93 & Hatrick
Bluff

We support: Black or Southern
Routes 1. Provide faster
route to the east from IH 14/I35
intersection, as compared to
Pink route.
2. Future long term growth
could reach below FM93 and
potentially provide the smaller
populated City’s/communities
opportunity for
growth/development.
3. Future proofing long term
modal transportation needs, by
utilizing southern routes, can
limit future major new
infrastructure and associated
ROW acquisitions.
4. High speed thoroughfares
located in relatively close
proximity (e.g. 2.8 miles) to an
established highway (e.g.
current SH 190 route or Pink
route) will need additional
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evaluations to support any
potential alteration to traffic
patterns.
We do not support: Central
route
Concerns:
1. Existing and future
zoned residential
development could
create greater public
opposition (i.e. sound
levels, busy roadway,
“not in my back yard”
mentality, etc.)
2. 2. Little to no “buffer”
from highway to
residential lots in the
area along FM 93 from
FM1741 to Old Hwy 95.
Ideal planning is to have
commercially zoned lots
buffer residential
development.
Bailey Dent

Reeds lake &
knob Hill

We are hoping for the pink route
to be chosen as it utilizes more
of the existing road, and causes
less disturbance to the nearby
land. We bought property in
Academy in hopes of enjoying a
little piece of country with the
nearby town, and want to raise
our kids here. We do not want
to have a major influx of traffic
or construction.

Sara Dent

Reed Lake
and Knob Hill

We just bought land in Knob Hill
and plan on building our house
in the next year. We need to
Pink route to be the one they go
forward with.

Mike Dent

Reed Lake
and KnobHill

The PINK route needs to be the
route they stick with. We just
bought land in Knob Hill and will
be building in the next year.
They other routes will take out
what will be our new home.
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Rod Henry

US 190 Take
the Survey

Total: 27 Online Comments
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I feel the need to express my
concern about the wording on
the survey that I completed at
the open house on the subject
of the route that is already
designated and utilizes I-35,
Temple Loop (190/36). The
wording left the impression that
this route would impact

Written Comments
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

2.0

STUDY AREA

US 190 is a major east-west highway that serves Belton, Temple, and Rogers in Central Texas. The
Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is conducting a feasibility study to explore options for
upgrading—and possibly relocating—US 190 between Farm-to-Market 1670 (FM 1670), west of
Interstate Highway 35 (IH 35), to the future Rogers Relief Route, north of the city of Rogers, in Bell
County, Texas. This technical memorandum summarizes the evaluation of five route options to
improve US 190. The Killeen-Temple Metropolitan Planning Organization (KTMPO) regional travel
demand model (TDM) was utilized as a basis for the evaluation.

The US 190 Feasibility Study area encompasses approximately 22 miles along existing US 190,
from FM 1670, west of IH 35 in Belton, to existing US 190 in Rogers, in the KTMPO area. Other
highways included in the study area are IH 35, SH 95, and FM 1670 in the north-south direction,
and FM 436 and FM 93 in the east-west direction. A map of the study area is presented in Figure 1.
Five route options for US 190 and the No-Build option were modeled to forecast future traffic
conditions along study area roadways. KTMPO’s 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan Project
Listing lists widening of the IH 35 mainline from six lanes to eight lanes between IH 14 and Loop
363/US 190 as an unfunded proposed roadway project. Because the Pink route follows that entire
segment of IH 35 between IH 14 and Loop 363/US 190, two Pink route scenarios were evaluated:
•
•

Pink Option (assumes 6-lane IH 35 mainline between IH 14 and Loop 363/US 190)
Pink+2 Option (assumes 8-lane IH 35 mainline between IH 14 and Loop 363/US 190)

In total, seven scenarios were modeled:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

No-Build
Pink Option
Pink+2 Option
Blue Option
Brown Option
Black Option
Aqua Option

The Rogers Relief Route, which was already programmed by TxDOT and is planned, was assumed
in all seven scenarios of the model, helping to provide a more accurate simulation for future traffic
conditions.
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Figure 1 • US 190 Study Area
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3.0

DATA

The primary data source used in this study was KTMPO’s regional TDM demographic, land use,
and transportation network. The 2040 demographic and land use forecasts, as well as the longrange transportation improvements embedded in the KTMPO model, were considered to project
travel patterns in the future options.
Layouts of the proposed US 190 facility were used to model the proposed facility in the alternative
options. In general, frontage roads were modeled where proposed US 190 follows an existing
roadway. For instance, in the eastern portion of the Blue and Black route options, US 190 is
proposed along a rural area as new construction where there is no existing roadway, so no
frontage roads were assumed along those sections. Along the main lanes of the proposed US 190
facility, a 70-miles-per-hour (mph) speed was assumed as the design speed, and a 50-mph design
speed was assumed along the proposed frontage roads.
24-hour weekday traffic counts were collected in May 2017 at locations along several highways,
namely IH 35, US 190, FM 93, FM 436, FM 1670, and Loop 121 in the study area. The collected
traffic volume data were compared to the KTMPO TDM’s Year 2040 traffic volume projections to
verify their validity. Existing (2017) and forecasted (2040) daily traffic counts are presented in
Figure 2.
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Figure 2 • Existing (2017) and Forecasted (2040) Daily Traffic Volumes

May 2018 • pg. 4

4.0

METHODOLOGY

The traffic forecasting for the five route options and a No-Build option were considered in the
US 190 Feasibility Study. The KTMPO model simulates travel on the entire highway network in
Lampasas, Coryell, and Bell Counties in Texas. The roadway network embedded in the model
includes most of the different types of roadways in the area, such as freeways, major arterials,
minor arterials, collector roads, and some local street. Outputs from the model runs contain
detailed information about the transportation system, including traffic volume forecasts,
projected travel speeds, vehicle miles traveled in the study area, and average travel times.
The KTMPO model is a trip-based model that uses the traditional Four-Step sequential
process, including:
•
•
•
•

TRIP GENERATION: Trips are produced as a function of land use (e.g., commercial,
residential).
TRIP DISTRIBUTION: What are the origins and destinations of the trips?
MODE CHOICE: How are the trips made (e.g., car, transit)?
TRIP ASSIGNMENT: What routes do travelers choose to get between origins and
destinations?

This Four-Step process is used to estimate average traffic volumes based on the best
available population and employment forecasts, projected highway travel conditions, and
projected transit service (if any).

5.0

PERFORMANCE MEASURES

The travel demand modeling process focused on several measures of transportation system
performance, including:
•

•

VEHICLE MILES OF TRAVEL: Vehicle miles of travel (VMT) is a measure of cumulative
distance traveled by all of the trips within the study area. It provides a measure of the
total magnitude of travel and provides an indication of air quality and other quality-oflife measures.
VEHICLE HOURS OF TRAVEL: Vehicle hours of travel (VHT) is a measure of cumulative
duration of all the trips within the study area and provides an indication of travel
speed and congestion in the network.

In addition to the system performance, the ratios of round-trip free-flow travel times to
congested travel times between Belton and Rogers in the east-west direction, and along the
IH 35 corridor between Temple and Belton in the north-south direction, were compared
among the route options. This provides an indication of the degree of east-west and northsouth congestion through the study area.
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6.0

MODEL APPLICATION

The KTMPO regional TDM was utilized as a basis for the evaluation. The demographic and
socioeconomic conditions forecasted in the KTMPO model for year 2040 were assumed in all
modeled options. Each option incorporates a specific alignment of the new US 190 facility at
interstate design standards within the study area. Several performance measures pertaining
to projected travel demand were summarized from the outputs of the travel demand model.
PINK OPTION: The Pink route option of US 190 is located in the northern part of the study
area and utilizes existing IH 14 and IH 35. This proposed layout upgrades existing Loop
363/US 190 between IH 35 and Rogers. Two configurations were considered for the Pink
route option. In one configuration—Pink Option—the mainline of the IH 35 corridor
between IH 14 and Loop 363 was not improved, and the existing six-lane section was
assumed to remain. In another configuration—Pink+2 Option—enhancements along
existing IH 35 mainline between IH 14 and existing Loop 363 were assumed. The
enhanced IH 35 section has four lanes in each direction. The proposed location of the
Pink route and the location of frontage roads along the proposed US 190 corridor are
presented in Figure 3.
BLUE OPTION: The Blue route option of US 190 is located in the central part of the study
area and follows existing IH 14 north on IH 35 to FM 93. East of IH 35, it follows FM 93
and continues on undeveloped land to existing US 190. The Blue route provides one of
the more direct routes from Belton to Rogers. The proposed location of the Blue route and
the location of frontage roads along the proposed US 190 corridor are presented in Figure
4.
BROWN OPTION: The Brown route option of US 190 is also proposed in the central part of
the study area and follows existing IH 14 to north on IH 35 to FM 93. East of IH 35, it
follows FM 93 to existing US 190 and provides one of the more direct routes from Belton
to Rogers. The proposed location of the Brown route and the location of frontage roads
along the proposed US 190 corridor are presented in Figure 5.
BLACK OPTION: The Black route option of US 190 is located in the southern part of the
study area and follows existing IH 14 to south on IH 35. East of IH 35, it continues on
undeveloped land to FM 436, then continues on undeveloped land north of Little RiverAcademy to existing US 190. The proposed location of the Black route and the location of
frontage roads along the proposed US 190 corridor are presented in Figure 6.
AQUA OPTION: The Aqua route option of US 190 is located in the southern part of the
study area and takes an undeveloped land route from IH 14 at FM 1670 to existing
Shanklin Road, then crosses IH 35 to connect to FM 436. It continues on an undeveloped
land route north of Little River-Academy to existing US 190. The proposed location of the
Aqua route and the location of frontage roads along the proposed US 190 corridor are
presented in Figure 7.
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proposed location of the Aqua route and the location of frontage roads along the
proposed US 190 corridor are presented in Figure 7.
In addition to these five options, a No-Build option was modeled that considers the existing
layout of US 190 between Belton and Rogers. The 2040 KTMPO transportation network was
updated, including the Rogers Relief Route, in this option.
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Figure 3 • Pink Route Option Location
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Figure 4 • Blue Route Option Location
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Figure 5 • Brown Route Option Location
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Figure 6 • Black Route Option Location
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Figure 7 • Aqua Route Option Location
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7.0

MODEL APPLICATION

Results obtained from the five route options and the No-Build option are presented below.
Forecasted (2040) volumes for all options are presented in Figure 8 through Figure 14 at selected
locations along IH 35, existing US 190, proposed US 190, FM 93, and FM 436.
Compared to the No-Build option traffic volumes, average daily traffic volumes for the five route
options illustrate the traffic diversion that is expected to occur due to the upgraded US 190 facility.
Existing US 190, west of SH 95, experiences increases of approximately 10 percent and 12
percent under the two Pink options (Pink and Pink+2, respectively).
Upgrading existing FM 93 to the proposed US 190 (Blue and Brown route options) shows Year
2040 daily traffic volumes increasing by approximately 37 percent east of IH 35.
Upgrading existing FM 436 to the proposed US 190 (Black and Aqua route options) shows Year
2040 daily traffic volumes increasing by 82 percent under the Black Route and more than doubling
under the Aqua Route.
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Figure 8 • No-Build Option Daily Traffic Forecast for Year 2040
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Figure 9 • Pink Option Daily Traffic Forecast for Year 2040
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Figure 10 • Pink+2 Option Daily Traffic Forecast for Year 2040
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Figure 11 • Blue Option Daily Traffic Forecast for Year 2040
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Figure 12 • Brown Option Daily Traffic Forecast for Year 2040
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Figure 13 • Black Option Daily Traffic Forecast for Year 2040
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Figure 14 • Aqua Option Daily Traffic Forecast for Year 2040

May 2018 • pg. 20

A summary of the performance measure results for each route option is provided in Table 1 and
Table 2 below:
Table 1 • Summary of Performance Measure Results by Route Option
Option

Study Area VHT

Study Area VMT
AM

PM

Daily

AM

PM

Daily

299,779

911,994

2,792,994

9,611

24,012

65,985

302,054

919,112

2,816,085

9,595

24,010

65,921

305,414

927,128

2,830,072

8,905

22,963

64,054

303,236

918,995

2,807,610

9,337

23,564

65,027

Brown

302,715

917,958

2,805,506

9,315

23,527

64,948

Black

303,589

919,563

2,806,491

9,415

23,742

65,318

Aqua

304,816

922,566

2,814,803

8,932

22,917

63,551

No-Build
Pink
Pink+2
Blue

AM Peak Period in KTMPO Model: 7:00 AM - 8:00 AM
PM Peak Period in KTMPO Model: 2:30 PM - 6:30 PM

Table 2 • Percent Difference in VMT and VHT of Route Options and No-Build Option
Percent Difference in VMT
Compared to No-Build

Option

No-Build
Pink
Pink+2
Blue
Brown
Black
Aqua

Percent Difference in VHT
Compared to No-Build

AM

PM

Daily

AM

PM

Daily

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.8%

0.8%

0.8%

-0.2%

0.0%

-0.1%

1.9%

1.7%

1.3%

-7.3%

-4.4%

-2.9%

1.2%

0.8%

0.5%

-2.8%

-1.9%

-1.5%

1.0%

0.7%

0.4%

-3.1%

-2.0%

-1.6%

1.3%

0.8%

0.5%

-2.0%

-1.1%

-1.0%

1.7%

1.2%

0.8%

-7.1%

-4.6%

-3.7%
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The VMT results indicate the amount of use that a particular route option would experience. Routes
that are more circuitous (and thus longer distances) but provide faster travel times become more
attractive to travelers. Based on the network VMT results, upgrading the existing alignment of US
190 in the northern side of the study area (Pink+2) or constructing the Aqua route would provide
the most useful options for travelers.
The VHT measure indicates that upgrading existing US 190 and IH 35 or relocating US 190 would
help reduce the total duration of all network trips within the study area compared to the No-Build
Option. Upgrading the existing alignment of US 190 in the northern side of the study area (Pink+2)
would help reduce the duration of all trips by 7.3 percent and 4.4 percent during AM and PM peak
periods, respectively, compared to the No-Build option.
Relocating the existing route in the southern side of the study area (Aqua Rpoute) would also help
reduce the duration of all trips by 7.1 percent and 4.6 percent during AM and PM peak periods,
respectively, compared to the No-Build Option.
To determine the route that would provide more reliable travel times between cities during peak
periods, free-flow travel times were compared to the congested travel times estimated by the
model. Ratios of free-flow travel times to congested travel times provide the measures to assess
travel time reliability. A higher ratio indicates less variability between free-flow and congested peak
period travel time, while a lower ratio indicates congested travel time that is significantly greater
than the free-flow travel time. Two travel time segments were selected for comparison among the
options:
1. East-west direction: between George Wilson Road (near FM 1670) in Belton and Hunt Hill
Road, north of Rogers
2. North-south direction: between Tahuaya Drive in Belton and Avenue H in Temple
The results are shown in Figure 15 through Figure 18. Relocating existing US 190 to the southern
side of the study area (Black Option and Aqua Option) would help reduce east-west congestion
between Belton and Rogers during both the AM and PM peak periods. On the other hand,
enhancing the existing roadways, especially IH 35 and US 190 (Pink, Pink+2) would help reduce
congestion between Belton and Temple in the north-south direction during both AM and PM peak
periods.
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Figure 15 • Ratio of Free-Flow Travel Time to Congested Travel Time During E-W AM Peak Period
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Scenario
Brown

Scenario Black Scenario Aqua

Figure 16 • Ratio of Free-Flow Travel Time to Congested Travel Time During E-W PM Peak Period
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Figure 17 • Ratio of Free-Flow Travel Time to Congested Travel Time During N-S AM Peak Period
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Figure 18 • Ratio of Free-Flow Travel Time to Congested Travel Time During N-S PM Peak Period
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PINK: The Pink Route with the existing IH 35 cross section provides relatively small benefits on a
network level. Compared to No-Build, network VMT increases by 0.8 percent during the AM and PM
peak periods and throughout the day. Network VHT decreases by 0.2 percent and 0.1 percent
during the AM peak and the entire day, respectively, but shows no change during the PM peak
period. These are the smallest VHT decreases across all route options. The ratio of free-flow to
congested travel time improves between Belton and Rogers, although the fastest route for travelers
is not along US 190 between these two points. As expected, the north-south travel time ratios
remain unchanged.
The Pink Route (with the existing IH 35 cross section) does attract trips away from alternate routes.
For instance, west of SH 95, daily 2040 traffic volumes decrease by 12 percent along FM 93 as
a result of the route construction.
PINK+2: Compared to No-Build, the Pink Route with the widened IH 35 cross section provides
relatively significant benefits on a network level. On a peak period and daily basis, network VMT
increases the most compared to the other route options. Network VHT decreases by 7.3 percent
during the AM peak period—the greatest AM peak period decrease compared to other route options
—and significant 4.4 percent and 2.9 percent decreases during the PM peak period and the entire
day, respectively. The ratio of free-flow to congested travel time declines slightly between Belton
and Rogers during the AM peak period, although the fastest route for travelers is now along US 190
between these two points. Further, while this east-west ratio may be lower with the Pink route
option, its free- flow and congested travel times are lower than the No-Build’s respective travel
times. As expected, the expanded IH 35 mainline result in higher ratios of free-flow to congested
travel time in the north-south direction compared to all other route options and to the No- Build.
The Pink Route (with the eight-lane IH 35 cross section) attracts trips away from alternate routes.
For instance, west of SH 95, daily 2040 traffic volumes decrease by 12 percent along FM 93—the
same amount as under the Pink route (with existing IH 35 cross section. Along FM 436, west of SH
95, however, daily 2040 volumes decrease by eight percent compared to the Pink route with the
existing IH 35 cross section.
BLUE: The Blue Route provides moderate benefits on a network level compared to No-Build.
Network VMT increases most during the AM peak period—1.2%. Similarly, network VHT decreases
by 2.8 percent during the AM peak period but less so during the PM peak period and over the entire
day. The ratio of east-west free-flow to congested travel time remains approximately the same as
No-Build, although the Blue Route’s free-flow and congested travel times are lower than the NoBuild’s respective travel times. As expected, the ratios of free-flow to congested travel time in the
north-south direction are approximately the same as No-Build.
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The Blue Route option attracts a significant number of trips away from alternate routes. 2040 daily
traffic volumes decrease along FM 436, west of SH 95, by 39 percent. Along existing FM 93, west
of SH 95, 2040 daily traffic volumes drop by 85 percent.
BROWN: The Brown Route provides moderate benefits on a network level. During the PM peak
period and the entire day, network VMT increases the least compared to the other route options—
0.7 percent and 0.4 percent, respectively, compared to No-Build. 
1HWZRUN9+7GHFUHDVHVPRVWGXULQJWKH$0SHDNSHULRG³SHUFHQW³EXWOHVVVRGXULQJWKH30SHDN
SHULRGDQGRYHUWKHHQWLUHGD\'XULQJWKH$0SHDNSHULRGWKHUDWLRRIHDVWZHVWIUHHIORZWR
FRQJHVWHGWUDYHOWLPHUHPDLQVDSSUR[LPDWHO\WKHVDPHDV1R%XLOGWKRXJKLPSURYHVVLJQLILFDQWO\
GXULQJWKH30SHDNSHULRG7KHUDWLRVRIIUHHIORZWRFRQJHVWHGWUDYHOWLPHLQWKHQRUWKVRXWKGLUHFWLRQ
DUHDSSUR[LPDWHO\WKHVDPHDV1R%XLOG
The Brown Route attracts a significant portion of trips away from alternate routes. 2040 daily volumes
decrease by approximately 35 percent in spots along FM 436 between IH 35 and SH 95. West of SH
95, 2040 daily traffic decreases by three percent along existing US 190.
BLACK: The Black Route provides moderate benefits on a network level. Network VMT increases by
1.3 percent compared to No-Build, though increases during the PM peak period and daily are of
less magnitude. Network VHT decreases most during the AM peak period—two percent—but less so
during the PM peak period and over the entire day. The ratio of east-west free-flow to congested
travel time increases during both peak periods compared to No-Build. The ratio of free-flow to
congested travel time in the north- south direction is approximately the same as No-Build during
the AM peak period but improves during the PM peak period.
The Black Route attracts a significant portion of trips away from alternate routes. 2040 daily
volumes decrease by approximately 36 percent and 63 percent along FM 93 and FM 463,
respectively, west of SH 95. Along IH 35, north of IH 14, 2040 daily volumes decrease by two
percent.
AQUA: The Aqua Route provides significant benefits on a network level. Network VMT increases are
second only to those under the Pink route (with widened IH 35) option. Network VHT decreases
most compared to other route options during the PM peak and the entire day—by 4.6 percent and
3.7 percent, respectively. The decrease during the AM peak period—7.1 percent—is significant, too.
The ratio of east-west free-flow to congested travel time increases during both peak periods with
the Aqua Route. The ratios of free-flow to congested travel time in the north-south direction are
approximately the same as No-Build.
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The Aqua Route attracts a similar portion of trips away from alternate routes as the
Black route option. 2040 daily volumes decrease by approximately 36 percent and
63 percent along FM 93 and FM 463, respectively, west of SH 95. Along IH 35,
north of IH 14, 2040 daily volumes decrease by three percent.

8.0

SUMMARY

9.0
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US 190 Feasibility Study

May 2018

INTRODUCTION
The Killeen-Temple Metropolitan Planning Organization (KTMPO), with support from the
Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), is conducting a feasibility study to explore
options for upgrading, and possibly relocating, US 190 between FM 1670 (west of I-35) and
the Rogers Relief Route north of the city of Rogers. A stakeholder working group was formed
and five primary route options were identified by the working group for more detailed
analysis, including development of cost estimates. The five primary route options, shown on
page 2, were designated by color: Pink, Blue, Brown, Black, and Aqua.
With the exception of the Pink Route, it is assumed that any part of a route that
corresponds to existing I-14, I-35, or US 190 west of 5th Street (approximately 2.6 miles
east of I-35) would not require major reconstruction or additional right-of-way, as those
roadways are already built to interstate standards and would largely remain unchanged. For
that reason, reconstruction of these roadways is not reflected in the cost estimates.
With regard to the Pink Route, two cost scenarios were considered. The first scenario
(herein referred to as “the Pink Route”) assumed that no reconstruction would be
required along existing I-14, I-35 or US 190 west of 5th Street. The second scenario
assumed the addition of one main lane in each direction on I-35. This scenario is herein
referred to as “the Pink+2 Route” and is consistent with KTMPO’s long range plan for the
area.
For consistency, the cost and length for each route assumed the same starting point (FM
1670 west of I-35) and ending point (the intersection with the Rogers Relief Route north of
the city of Rogers). For cost estimation purposes, major assumptions included a continuous
proposed right-of-way width of 400 feet, 70 mph design speed, and minimization of
environmental and cultural impacts. Estimates are provided in 2018 dollars. It is important
to note that, to date, only feasibility study funding has been secured for the US 190 project.
Funding has not been secured for any future phase of project development including, but
not limited to, environmental studies, final design, right-of-way acquisition, and construction.
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METHODOLOGY
Cost estimates were developed to account for the various configurations of the controlled
access roadway that would be implemented along each of the primary route options. These
configurations included: 1) four-lane rural section without frontage roads; 2) four-lane rural
section with frontage roads; 3) four-lane urban section with frontage roads; and 4) a fourlane urban section with a center concrete barrier in those areas where right-of-way
constraints preclude the typical (400-foot) right-of-way. However, for cost estimating
purposes, a right-of-way width of 400 feet was assumed consistently throughout the
corridor, except in those areas where additional right-of-way was not required, such as
along I-35.
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For each of the cross sections, identified above, the following were included as a per station
(100 linear feet) cost:
•

Pavement/base section (including concrete curb and sidewalk);

•

Preparing ROW, embankment and excavation;

•

Seeding and watering;

•

Storm water pollution prevention (SWP);

•

Drainage; and

•

Signing and striping.

FRONTAGE ROAD LOCATIONS
When developing controlled access facilities (such as the proposed US 190 project) TxDOT’s
long-standing policy is to maintain access to/from adjacent properties by providing frontage
roads in those areas where an existing roadway would be upgraded. In new location
(“greenfield”) areas, frontage roads are not typically provided. The primary route options are
consistent with this policy:
•

Pink: Both variations of this option (Pink and Pink+2) are urban (with frontage roads)
throughout I-35/current US 190 and transition to rural (with frontage roads) at the
existing Heidenheimer bypass frontage roads. The rural (with frontage roads) section
continues to the eastern project limit.

•

Blue: This route is urban (with frontage roads) throughout I-35 and along FM 93 to
the Temple city limit. The route then transitions to rural (without frontage roads), from
the city limits to US 190, where the route is on new location. The new location
section intersects US 190 north of FM 93 – from that point south, a rural section
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(with frontage roads) is proposed.
•

Brown: This route option is urban I-35, and continuing on FM 93 to the Temple city
limit. At the city limit, the route transitions to a rural section (with frontage roads) and
continues as such for the remaining length of the project.

•

Black: This route option is urban (with frontage roads) along the I-35 corridor. No
frontage roads would be constructed along the new location section between I-35 and
FM 436. A rural section (with frontage roads) would be constructed along FM 436
west of Little River-Academy. From Little River-Academy to the east, a rural section
(without frontage roads) would be constructed on new location. The route connects to
US 190 approximately 2 miles north of the Rogers Relief Route. It then continues as
a rural section (with frontage roads) to the eastern project limit.

•

Aqua: Beginning at the intersection of I-14 and continuing on new location to the
intersection with I-35, this option would consist of a rural section (with frontage
roads). A short urban (with frontage roads) section would be constructed at the I-35
interchange. The urban section would be transitioned to a rural section (with frontage
roads) east to Little River-Academy. From Little River-Academy to the east, a rural
section (without frontage roads) would be constructed on new location. The route
connects to US 190 approximately 2 miles north of the Roger Relief Route. It then
continues as a rural section (with frontage roads) to the eastern project limit.

BRIDGES AND DIRECT CONNECTORS
A minimum vertical clearance requirement of 18-feet, 6-inches is assumed. To achieve this
clearance some of the existing bridges would need to be raised. A cost of $75 per square
foot was used to account for levelling of abutting pavement and earthwork. The Pink Route
has six existing crossings that would need to be raised; the Blue and Brown routes each
have one; the Black Route has three; and the Aqua Route has two. Proposed bridge costs
were differentiated by number of spans and type of crossings, and assumed to be TX46
standard bridges. Two-span bridges were estimated for the US 190 route options that would
cross over smaller or rural streets. Three-span bridges were estimated over larger, arterial
crossings. The estimated cost of ramps adjacent to each bridge was also calculated. These
costs include adjoining embankment based on allowable grades, ramp pavement, and
associated guard fence costs. The number of new bridges required for each route is as
follows:
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•

Pink: Three new 3-span bridges and two new 2-span bridges

•

Blue: Six new 3-span bridges and four new 2-span bridges

•

Brown: Six new 3-span bridges and four new 2-span bridges

•

Black: Two new 3-span bridges and eight new 2-span bridges

•

Aqua: Two new 3-span bridges and ten new 2-span bridges

Channel crossing estimates were needed for creek crossings and those over the Leon River.
Assuming no access ramps, the estimated cost included embankment and guard fence costs.
The BNSF railroad crosses the study area. The estimate included embankment, guard fence,
and riprap at each abutment of the railroad crossing. All frontage road crossings were
assumed to be at grade.
Direct connectors were assumed where necessary to provide effective east-west
connectivity. For estimating purposes, each direct connector was assumed to be 3,000 feet
in length. Each was assumed to cost $30 million (including structures, approach slab,
barrier, embankment, and adjoining retaining walls). Construction of the Pink Route would
require four direct connectors. The Blue, Brown, and Black routes would require six, and the
Aqua Route would require five.

MISCELLANEOUS AND CONTINGENCIES
Each route was expected to need up to six traffic signals (at a cost of $300K per
intersection). While I-35 and US 190 travel lane improvements were not proposed along the
Pink Route, sidewalks were added to close the gaps along the urban frontage roads.
Contingencies were estimated as a percentage of the construction cost (mobilization -10%,
traffic control - 10%, and utility relocation - 15%).
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ROW
The actual cost to acquire land for use as roadway right-of-way is dependent on several
factors, most of which cannot be known prior to the negotiation process. Determining
appropriate values for land that would be acquired for right-of-way during the early planning
stages of a project, such as the current US 190 feasibility study, is thus reliant upon
establishing educated assumptions.
For the current study, a 400-foot right-of-way width was assumed for the entire length of
each route option. Four land use types were identified in the study area: single family
residential; multi-family residential; commercial; and undeveloped. For each land use type,
five sample properties were identified along each of the roadways that would require
reconstruction (existing US 190 east of 5th Street, FM 93, and FM 436) and the new location
portion of the Aqua Route west of I-35. The market value of the sampled properties, as
reported by the Bell County Appraisal District, was used to calculate an average value per
acre by property type and roadway/area. A multiplier of three was then applied to account
for other factors, including: 1) the tax-appraised value is typically less than the market value
of a property; 2) acquisition of a partial parcel typically has a higher cost per acre than
acquisition of an entire parcel; and 3) other costs inherent in the acquisition. The postmultiplier (adjusted) costs were then used to establish an average cost per acre, by land use
type, along each route option. These averages were then applied, by land use type, for the
entire length of each option to estimate the cost of the right-of-way required for that option.

APPROXIMATE ROW COST ESTIMATE PER ROUTE
Route

SF Residential

MF
Residential

Commercial

Undeveloped

Rounded Total

Rounded
Total 3X

Pink

$ 1,566,490

$ 1,237,350

$ 9,109,378

$ 1,356,454

$ 13,300,000

$ 39,900,000

Blue

$ 19,142,238

-

$ 2,952,528

$ 2,916,787

$ 25,000,000

$ 75,000,000

Brown

$ 23,656,477

-

$ 3,465,186

$ 2,413,219

$ 29,500,000

$ 88,500,000

Black

$ 6,444,660

-

-

$ 1,757,032

$ 8,200,000

$ 24,600,000

Aqua

$ 15,656,879

-

$ 2,863,847

$ 19,300,000

$ 57,900,000

$

788,126
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TOTAL COST OF EACH ROUTE
Total
Miles

Roadway

Structures

Structures

(Bridges)

(DC)

ROW

*Total +

**Total

Misc.

Acquisition

Contingency

Without DCs

Pink

21.9 $104,328,053

$38,119,424

$120,000,000

$5,362,533

$39,809,019

$361,200,000

$241,200,000

Pink +2

21.9 $115,518,631

$35,995,124

$120,000,000

$5,362,533

$39,809,019

$377,200,000

$257,200,000

Blue

19.1 $144,884,318

$39,263,887

$180,000,000

$1,500,000

$75,034,659

$513,900,000

$333,900,000

Brown

19.3 $150,379,780

$39,263,887

$180,000,000

$1,500,000

$88,604,646

$534,000,000

$354,000,000

Black

20.5 $114,170,344

$40,573,837

$180,000,000

$600,000

$24,605,073

$427,100,000

$247,100,000

Aqua

19.6 $138,952,935

$41,281,137

$150,000,000

$300,000

$57,926,558

$454,600,000

$304,600,000

*35% contingency assumed
**Total + Contingency minus Structures (DC) cost is provided for comparative purposes only

SUMMARY
From this estimate the Pink, Pink +2, and Black routes are the least expensive routes
overall, mainly due to utilization of existing I-35 and US 190 infrastructure (that would
require little or no improvement) and existing direct connectors that could be utilized.
Because the Aqua Route completely avoids the use of existing facilities, it has higher
roadway and right-of-way costs. The Blue and Brown routes are similar in cost, as they are
identical until the split at the BNSF railroad. They are the most expensive to build because
they would require a significant amount of new right-of-way and there are no existing direct
connectors that could be utilized.
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