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& Eyaluation Screening Process

PARKWAY

Phase 1

 Does the concept meet the Purpose & Need for the
project? Completed

Phase 2

* Analyze the concepts using the Purpose & Need and
other performance measures. Draft completed

Phase 3

* Develop engineering and schematic-level alternatives
and study all environmental, social, and economic
components. Next Phase to be performed



Phase 1 Evaluation Screening

PARKWAY

Reduces conflict between local and through traffic in the corridor
(barrier separation, control of access, grade separation, driveway | Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes No No | Yes No No Yes No
Improve mobility and | improvements)

operational efficlency Reduces travel times (Signal improvements, improve loss of
service, improve intersection efficiency)

Increase multimoedal | Provides opportunity for multimodal travel options

travel options for (transit, bicycle and pedestrian accommodations) Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes No No | Yes No No Yes No
people and goods

Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No Yes No

Reduce crashes (Reduction in conflict points, grade separation,
Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No No Yes No

Improve safety and driveway improvements)

emergency response | Serves as a reliable route for emergency response
organizations {Signal improvements, control of access, Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes | No No | Yes | No No Yes No
adequate shoulder widths)

CARRY FORWARD TO

SECONDARY SCREENING? Yes Yes Yes | Yes No No Yes No No Yes Yes

*TSM and TDM Concepts were eliminated as stand-alone concepts; however, elements of TSM and TDM can be included with any concept.
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The No-Build ARernative:

must be camied forward in
the Evaluation scone

Phase 2 Evaluation Screening

Evaluation |
::::2::::‘“! ‘Criterion Evaluation Parameters Pa:;:ahe:frs CON;E'D‘ Cﬂﬂ:-‘pl Cﬂné.cpl CO!‘II;Cp(i Con;’_n:p‘. M:f%?_m i
WESTBOUMD MAIN LANES: Travel thme along W8 US 290 main (
lanes from Old Fredericksburg Hd to Cirde Dx, P Pask Minutes 63 |M96N 290
WESTBOUMND FRONTAGE ROADS: Trawel time along WB US 290
Improves US 290 operstional FIG RD fromm Okl Fredericksbung Rd to Circle Or, PM Peak Minutes £ et | 127 | 290
Slency - e EASTBOUND MAIN LANES: Travel time along EB US 290 main | .
ching peskiour for 23S A foen Circle Dr 1o Okd Fredericoourg B AMPeak | Mimtes 190 | 133 | 346
EASTBOUND FRONTAGE ROAD: Travel time along EB US 290 FTG s
Improve mability RD from Circle Or to Old Fredericksburg Rd, AM Peak iinutes ne* | 185 | 3538
and operstional -
efficiency o O Fredenichebane £ 80 Stvermne Do e TUSHTU| purutes | 53 | 46 (39 1 99 | 58 | 37 253
Improves SH71 operational WESTBOUND FRONTAGE ROADS: Travel time along WB US 200 '
efficiency -reduce traveltime i SH 71 from Okd Fredericksburg Rd to Sivermine Dr, PM Peak | MUutes B et | 12 | 254
during peak hour for 2635 traffic
EASTBOUND MAINLANES: Travel ime alomg EB SH 71 and US 290 tes .
from Silvermine Dr to Oid Fredericksburg R, AM Peak Minu : 74 . 27
EASTBOUND FRONTAGE ROAD: Travel thme along EB SH 71 and o
LIS 260 from Silvermine Dr to Old Fredevicksburg Red, AM Peak Minutes 100 | 88
Increxse Adds sidewalk, bike/pedestrian slements as part of the project YesfNo YES | YES NO
multimodal travel Provides opportunity for :
options for people multimods traved options  Provides opportunity for high capacity trandt to utlizethe comidor|  YevMe | YES | YES NO
and gonds Provides apportunity for local bus service to utiize the corridor Yes/No YES | YES NO
Comedts geometric deficlencies Adds shouldars, separates through traffic from local traffic making o
within project limits frequent tums onto colkectors, and comects sharp horizntal curves Yes/No YES | YES
Improve safety Proposed design meets FHWA standards for National Highway
and emergency Upgrades fadiity to ament dedgn  syctam {23 CRF 625 4) and TXDOT's Roadway Design Manual and Yes/No YES | YES | YES | YES | YES | YES | NO
TEsponse standards Bridge Design Manual, nduding assodated references
. . - i
Serves as a reliable route for Adequate ramps and detour route for emergency vehides or Ferrmstd St § e S
SMETGencY PESpONIE CIgANIZEtoN:  alemate roube due to sodderts Yes/No !?Es? YES YES | NO &“E§_| e
Potential Minimize residential displacements  Number of residential displacements Each e 0 Q ] Q ] 0
displacements Minimze commendal displacements  Numbser of commendal displacements Each |‘ {(a,_ :@:' uﬁl B. J 7 I 0 (]
Minimize construction cost Prefiminary construction cost estimate § Million 269 | 257 | 280 | 250 | 204 | 26& | N/A
Prefiminary project cost  Minimize ROW cost . ROAY ares Aores 278 | M3 | 275 | M5 | 32 F L N/A
Preliminary ROW estimated cost 5 Million M8 | 311 | 345 | 373 511 | 314 | N/A
Minimuize utility relocation cost Anticipated utility relocation effort High'Med/Low| Hﬂ High | High | High | High | Med | N/A
CARRY FORWARD TO ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT? | YES MoOe=| YES KO | NO | NO | VES

*Contept F does not have continuous frontage roads
*Elements of this concept will be incorporated into Conoept C



a Phase 1 Evaluation Screening

Purpose and Need

* Concept A — Meets purpose and need — moving forward

* Concept B— Meets purpose and need — moving forward

* Concept C— Meets purpose and need — moving forward

* Concept D — Meets purpose and need — moving forward

* Concept E1 — Does not meet purpose and need — Not advancing

* Concept E2 — Does not meet purpose and need — Not advancing

* Concept F — Meets purpose and need — moving forward

* Concept 2007 Alternative — Meets purpose and need — moving forward
* Concept TSM — Does not meet purpose and need — Not advancing
* Concept TDM — Does not meet purpose and need — Not advancing

* No-Build Concept — moving forward
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a Phase 2 Evaluation Screening

Performance Measures

* Concept A — Improves mobility, increases travel options, improves safety, and minimizes
displacements — moving forward

 Concept B — Elements will be incorporated into Concept C — Not advancing

* Concept C - Improves mobility, increases travel options, improves safety, and minimizes
displacements — moving forward

 Concept D — Provides limited mobility improvements — Not advancing

 Concept F — Provides limited mobility and safety improvements, and increases
displacements — Not advancing

 Concept 2007 Alternative — Provides limited mobility improvements — Not advancing

* No-Build Concept — moving forward
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L & Phase 3 — Schematic &

Environmental Process

The study will include:

* Engineering development of schematics of Concepts
A&C

e Alternatives analysis
= Evaluate the alternatives for a wide variety of parameters
" |nclude a No-Build alternative in all analyses

Detailed description of the affected environment
= Natural resources
= Human environment

* Evaluation of potential impacts
e Recommend a preferred alternative



