
Sherman – Denison Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 
TECHNICAL ADSVISORY COMMITTEE 

AGENDA 
Wednesday, January 18, 2017 @ 9:00 am 

Texas Department of Transportation 
3904 US 75, Sherman, Texas 

 
 
 
 

I. Call to order 
II. Acknowledgment of Quorum by Chairman 

Action Items: 
III. Consider approval of the minutes of the MPO TAC meeting of November 30, 

2016 
IV. Review and Approval of Proposed Amendment to the 2017-2020 Transportation 

Improvement Program (TIP) and the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
(MTP) 

Information/Presentation Items:  
V. US 75 Corridor Study Update 

VI. Presentation on the Sherman-Denison MPO’s updated Public Participation Plan 
VII. Announcements 

 (Informal Announcements, Future Agenda Items, and Next Meeting Date) 
 TAC     Next meeting March 15, 2017 
 MPO Policy Board   Next meeting February 1, 2017 

VIII. Public Comment Period 
IX. Adjournment  

 
 

 
All meetings of the Sherman-Denison Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and Technical Advisory Committee are open to the public.  The MPO is committed 
to compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).  Reasonable accommodations and equal opportunity for effective communications will be provided 
upon request.  Please contact Julie Lollar  at the County Judge’s Office at 903.813.4228 at least 24 hours in advance if accommodation is needed. 
 
The above notice was posted at the Grayson County Courthouse in a place readily accessible to the public and made available to the Grayson County Clerk on 
January 13, 2017. 
 
NOTE: The TAC agenda/packet is only distributed digitally, no paper copies will be sent. If you need a printed copy please contact MPO staff.   
 

  
       
            
                                                                                   
Clay Barnett, P.E. 
 

Please visit our MPO website www.sdmpo.org for background materials under the 
“Committees/Meetings” link or under “News and Announcements” at our home page. 
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 1 

SHERMAN-DENISON MPO 2 

Conference Room 3 

Texas Department of Transportation 4 

3904 US 75 5 

Sherman, TX 75090 6 

November 30, 2016 10:00 a.m. 7 

 8 
Committee Members Present: 9 
Clay Barnett, P.E., Chairman Sherman-Denison MPO 10 
Clint Philpott, P.E.     City of Sherman 11 
Judson Rex      City of Denison 12 
Bill Benton Grayson County 13 
Kevin Farley      Small Cities Representative (Pottsboro) 14 
Aaron Bloom, P.E. TxDOT Sherman Area Engineer 15 
 16 
Committee Members Absent: 17 
None 18 
 19 
Non-Voting Members Present: 20 
Josh Walker      Texoma Area Paratransit System (TAPS) 21 
Scott McClellan     Texoma Area Paratransit System (TAPS) 22 
 23 
Non-Voting Members Absent:  24 
Barbara Maley      Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 25 
Tim Juarez      TxDOT TPP Division 26 
Nick Page      TxDOT TPP Division 27 
       28 
Guests Present:  29 
Larry Cooper     Mayor, City of Van Alstyne 30 
Monte Walker     Howe Development Alliance 31 
Joe Shepard     City of Howe 32 
Colby Shelton, P.E.     TxDOT Sherman Asst. Area Engineer 33 
Len McManus, P.E.     McManus & Johnson 34 
William “Ben” Munson    Munson, Munson, Cardwell & Tillett, P.C. 35 
Michael Hutchins     Herald Democrat 36 
Larry Redden, P.E.     IEA 37 
Rich Renton, P.E.     IEA 38 
Phillip Lujan, P.E.     IEA 39 
Ryan De LaSantos     IEA 40 
Matt Craig, P.E.     Halff Assocaites 41 
Nancy Knapp 42 
 43 
     44 
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I. Call to Order 1 
 2 
Mr. Barnett called the meeting to order at 10:00 a.m.  3 
 4 
II. Acknowledgement of Quorum by Chairman   5 
  6 
Mr. Barnett declared a quorum of the Technical Advisory Committee present. 7 
 8 
III. Review and Approval of Meeting Notes for May 18, 2016 meeting 9 
 10 
Motion to approve was made by Mr. Benton, seconded by Mr. Rex.  Motion carried 11 
unanimously. 12 
 13 
IV. Review and Recommend Approval of 2040 2017-2020 Metropolitan Transportation 14 
Improvement Program (TIP) Amendments to Include Projects for the Texoma Area 15 
Paratransit System (TAPS) 16 
 17 
TAPS has been through a transition period.  A public hearing is required and it has to be 18 
approved by both the Technical Advisory Committee and the Policy Board.  The Policy Board 19 
released it for public comment last month.  The public meeting will be this coming Tuesday at 20 
5:00 p.m.  Basically this is just our part of allocating our portion of the funds provided by federal 21 
government that we pass along to TAPS.  This officially makes funds available to them.  Mr. 22 
Barnett gave an opportunity to the committee to ask questions questions.  No questions were 23 
raised.  Mr. Barnett welcomed and thanked representatives from TAPS for their attendance. 24 
Motion to approve the amendments was made by Mr. Benton, seconded by Mr. Rex.  Motion 25 
carried. 26 
 27 
V. US 75 Corridor Study Update – Presentation on Evaluation Matrix for Project 28 
Selection 29 
 30 
Mr. Barnett turned the meeting over to Mr. Redden.  Mr. Redden indicated that after discussions 31 
with TXDOT, they felt it was important to come back to the Committee with more detail 32 
regarding the objectives in our evaluation matrix which is the tool that will be used to score the 33 
alternatives that included all of the projects identifying along the corridor.  The matrix produces 34 
a score, but the score is just one element of the overall decision making process.  It is a way to 35 
try to assess the characteristics of each alternative along with construction costs and some other 36 
things we may take into consideration such as right-of-way requirements.  Today, the purpose 37 
will be to present more detail, receive feedback, hopefully get consensus, and move forward as 38 
we begin to screen each alternative and come back with results after the first of the year.  He 39 
expects the group to be able to come up with a list of projects that will be going into buckets of 40 
funding as it comes to the Paris District.  Mr. Redden introduced Phillip Lujan who has been 41 
working as part of the team in the evaluation and development of the matrix and turned 42 
discussion over to him.   43 

 44 
Mr. Lujan opened the discussion by explaining that this was brought to committee back in July 45 
and it has changed a little bit.  It was decided to use the weighted factors the MPO has for TIP 46 
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projects so that we will be consistent as a region.  Safety is 33% which lines up with goals and 1 
objectives in TIP.  The third column is the measure that is being used for each category.  We 2 
want to go through each category line by line and start scoring/grading these projects.    We want 3 
to be sure we are in line with what you all are thinking. 4 

 5 
Safety is largest category and carries the highest weight and includes three measures.               6 
Scores range from 1 to 5 based on crash data.  A score of “1” if 50% or below of the statewide 7 
average; 50-100% of statewide average scores a “3”; higher than statewide average crash data 8 
scores a “5”.   Projects with highest crash data will score the highest.  No fatality in the project 9 
evaluated gets a “1”; one fatality gets a “3”, greater than one fatality gets a “5”.  For geometric 10 
design we are looking at the same criteria.  Desirable gets a “1”; acceptable or minimum criteria 11 
get a “3”; and if it falls below our criteria it gets a “5”.  For safety category, there is a total of 15 12 
points available.  For instance, a project that has lots of crashes, more than one fatality, and does 13 
not meet our criteria will get 15 points.  There is a factor to get the score to 33.75.  Scale is 1-14 
100.  The online survey shows the public input for the top three categories was very consistent 15 
with our evaluation.   16 

 17 
The second highest category based on the online survey indicated maintenance and system 18 
efficiency is really important to the public.  Maintenance and system efficiency has a few more 19 
measures in it.  The first one is the main lane pavement conditions.  Based on a condition score 20 
of 100 - 90 which is a very good pavement and is scored a “1”; 69-50 conditions score gets a 21 
“3”; and a very bad road below 34 gets a “5”.  The worst road gets the highest score.  Bridges 22 
have a condition score of 0-100.  Bridge scores of 81 – 100 gets a “1”, is functioning well and is 23 
structurally sound. Fair is a score of 80 – 50 gets a “3” and the bridge becomes eligible for 24 
federal funds for rehabilitation; a score of 49 or less gets a “5” and becomes eligible for federal 25 
funds for replacement.  Construction difficulty or disruption – This measure is based on how 26 
much disruption the project will cause.  Projects with lots of disruption and lots of impact to the 27 
traveling public get a low score (i.e. South Travis street reconstruction); projects like traffic 28 
signals with short duration and minimal disruption get a high score.  There was quite a lot of 29 
discussion about the weighting of the disruption measure.  Overall, high scores seem to be in the 30 
projects with the highest need.  But if you can complete one of the alternatives presented by the 31 
group that could be quickly implemented with reasonable benefit, maybe it should be considered 32 
for moving higher on the scale for this one measure.  It is system efficiency during construction.  33 
Much discussion involved whether the disruption caused by the construction be weighted the 34 
same as main lane pavement configurations or bridge conditions.  It might be a major 35 
inconvenience during construction, but not a permanent thing like main lane pavements or bridge 36 
conditions; is it consistent with our plan development or interchange rating configuration.  37 
Maybe it is more of an economic vitality thing.  Disruptions during construction can negatively 38 
impact a business.  Maybe that would be a better category for it.  Construction zones also have 39 
safety issues for the traveling public and construction crews.  Seems this is more of an objective 40 
thought process rather than subjective thought process and at end of day once all of these are 41 
scored, there has to be an intellectual process walking through the dollars.  Maybe we change the 42 
weighting and let that be part of the intellectual discussion process after we have looked at all 43 
these because that is somewhat arbitrary.  Depending on what we subjectively rank a project 44 
based on its disruption, it could swing a project pretty significantly because it is in a category 45 
where we put a lot of weight to it.  4.5 points out of a 100 could potentially swing a project just 46 
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based on that criteria.  Maybe that is a little heavy.  It is definitely worth weighing but if a project 1 
would really be disruptive to traffic, that is a criterion, but I don’t know if I would put that much 2 
weight on it.  Or just take it out and make it a discussion point for projects later on.  The group 3 
probably is not going to take 1-2-3-4-5 scores because with economic issues or timing issues, the 4 
priority of the projects is something that is part of our subjective discussion at the end the scoring 5 
process.  This measure helps the smaller projects.  Bigger projects seem to get more attention, 6 
but for this one category the smaller project actually scores a little better because they are faster 7 
to implement and faster to get a solution in an area and out into the community.  We are trying to 8 
not always favor the big bad boys that need to be done.  Mainly a project that is going to be an 9 
interchange reconstruction is 2-years of disruption.  A traffic signal is 90 days, and gets done 10 
with not that much disruption. That is why it gets a higher score.  If I thought that we were going 11 
along with however they scored and that is going to get done without a thoughtful intellectual 12 
process of what is a small project, small dollars, quick to implement, and we can get ten of these 13 
out of the way.  This group is thoughtful in that area, so I am less concerned about arbitrarily 14 
pushing those smaller projects around in that process. That will be part of the very serious 15 
deliberation when we discuss where those dollars will be spent.  The pockets of money are in 16 
categories of 0-10M, 10-25M, 25-50M, and 50M and greater.  Projects will be prioritized 17 
according to what is determined to be the best benefit for the dollars.  Inside that, decisions have 18 
to be made.  Example, you got 40M this year and don’t know what is coming.  You can do four 19 
10’s or one 40. That is what you guys will decide.  We are just providing tools for you to make a 20 
decision.  We want to value projects that are low cost but can provide some benefit.  Our 21 
comment back to you is that we would rather see it not skewed and then evaluate those and make 22 
a selection that works for Grayson County using the numbers, not necessarily giving a lot of 23 
weight to smaller projects.  The next measure gives points for projects that are consistent with 24 
the measures specified in the MTP.  We were putting value on projects that are on a thoroughfare 25 
plan that were already projects planned out.  If it is consistent with the MTP it scores a “5”.  All 26 
secondary roads if just a thought and not on any kind of plan got a score of “1”.  There was some 27 
discussion regarding projects that are ideas but are not in the plan and the process of getting it 28 
into the plan.  Mr. Barnett explained that we have a Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) that 29 
has a 25-year list of projects that goes out to 2040.  We could use that, or individual cities 30 
transportation plan or their comprehensive master plans.  The MTP has to be fiscally constrained 31 
so we cannot go and just add more projects to it.  Mr. Barnett further explained by giving an 32 
example and stated that if this measures the 1417 project, which is in the MTP, it gives it more 33 
weight than a new road that has never existed and is not on the MTP.  The next measure that was 34 
discussed was looking at projects that deal with interchanges.  If the ramps were all in the X 35 
configuration, then it scored low.  If 2 of the 4 ramps were in the X configuration, it scored a “3”.  36 
If none are in the X configuration it scored a “5”.  Based on the survey results, there were a lot of 37 
comments regarding ramps, and they are a priority.  We have quite a few of them with very short 38 
acceleration lanes and there are quite a few accidents that happen at those.  Mr. Benton stated 39 
that he would hate to unduly rate ramps more than other projects and recommended for projects 40 
without ramps, that average use 4 categories versus 5.  If it is a ramp, have 5 categories so that 41 
we could get consistent numbers. 42 
 43 
Next category is Congestion and Reliability.  There are three measures - one is the Level of 44 
Service (LOS).  Free flow scored a “1”, a LOS C scored a “3”, and LOS F scored a “5”.  Next 45 
one is LOS improvement.  LOS improvement by one level gets scored a “3:, if improvement by 46 
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2 or more then it scored “5”.  Projects that improved free flow scored the highest.  Mr. Barnett 1 
asked who is doing modeling.  Mr. Redden responded with Jacobs.  Mr. Barnett asked what 2 
modeling software they are using.  Mr. Redden stated that there are several different computer 3 
programs that are being used.  The next measure is if the bridge vertical clearance is of 18 feet or 4 
higher.  An overpass that is greater than 18 ½ feet is scored “1”, less than 18 ½ feet is score “5”.   5 
 6 
The next category has just one measure - the economic impact to existing businesses.  If the 7 
project maintains connections to businesses and has no impact on travel time scores a “1”.  Low, 8 
moderate impact scores a “3”.  For example, Loy Lake Rd scored a 3.  If it provides a higher 9 
access than existing conditions and improves traffic movement, safety, and increases volume 10 
capacity to traffic, it scores a “5”.  For example, the 75/82 interchange, scores a “5”. There was 11 
some concern voiced that it has only one measure.  At the end of the project, if access remains 12 
the same the score is low.  If it improves access, mobility, travel time, and gives easier to access 13 
businesses, it scores “5”.  The goal is to value projects that provide access to businesses.  Mr. 14 
Benton asked if there is a stretch of road that has 5 businesses and by some improvement we will 15 
improve access to those businesses so we score it and there is another stretch of road who has 16 
access issues and we are going to impact access to potential sites, do those score the same 17 
whether there is an existing business or not if they improve access to areas along expressway?  18 
Mr. Redden responded that yes, the number does not matter.  We are using it as a future 19 
development.  If we have improved consumer movement along the freeway, that is how we are 20 
going to score regardless of whether there are existing businesses or not.  By 2040, something 21 
will probably be there.  Something like a U-turn will grade somewhere in the middle because it 22 
allows people to keep from going through signals to get on the frontage road and get to 23 
businesses.  That is why it is scoring in the middle.  Mr. Redden gave another example.  If we 24 
add some cloverleafs or something of that nature to Hwy 75/82 and we restrict access on those 25 
ramps, or if we restrict access where there is access now, how will that impact the score?  The 26 
DCs do not have any impact on economic vitality of local businesses because that is through 27 
traffic so it gets a low score.  It gets them away from the queue of traffic that is going on the 28 
frontage road to access a business so it would score them lower.  Knowing how bad it is, just 29 
opening that area will help people to get more to businesses that cannot get there now.  I don’t 30 
see why that particular project should be penalized for closing off some driveways that perhaps 31 
should not be there anyway.  It is just an example of what I would hate to see happen on 902 in 32 
Howe or Morton Street in Denison.  There are other projects that will improve economic vitality 33 
and those will score higher.  Interchange is not just one project but a series of projects.  The DC 34 
part will score low on this particular category because it does not improve local access.  It would 35 
have a negative impact in the short term.  The DC removes trucks out of the box; therefore, they 36 
don’t congest the through traffic in the box that allows through traffic to better connect with 37 
businesses.  Some alternatives will have secondary affects that we have to keep in mind. 38 

 39 
Moving to Transportation Choices, there were 2 measures – level of public support based on the 40 
survey questions.  Specifically in the comments, if a project did not receive mention in the 41 
survey it received a “2”, 2-15 comments a 3, 16-49 comments 4, greater than 50 got 5.  There is a 42 
sheet provided that shows projects with number of comments received.    Hwy 75/82 got 171 43 
comments.  There were 692 respondents.  Mr. Ryan De LaSantos went through all 692 44 
respondents and scored them all.  There was some discussion that the weight of the public 45 
comments in the scoring system may be low.  Mr. Benton requested a giant spreadsheet that we 46 
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can put on the TV at the next meeting and evaluate it and play around with numbers and so on.  1 
Mr. Barnett mentioned that another good thing about bringing numbers in a spreadsheet is we 2 
would be amiss to go through and pick projects and not take into consideration that there are a lot 3 
of folks in Grayson County who filled out a survey and these are the results from that survey.  He 4 
went on to state that even if a project does rank high or low, just the fact that a lot of Grayson 5 
County citizens said this is important to us is something worth looking at and considering.  Mr. 6 
Redden added that the team went through the surveys and looked to see if we had a project that 7 
addressed every comment that came in.  So whatever was submitted by the public has a project 8 
listed going forward.  Mr. Barnett asked if we could determine how a category that does not have 9 
all five divisions covered would be affected if you compress it to 1-3 instead of 1-5.  It takes the 10 
edge off something that might be more subjective than objective. For example, on the one that 11 
was reversed, if the high was a “3”, and “5” was as high as it goes, that would give it the points 12 
that it would not affect the overall score as much as 5 out of 5 does.  He is saying have a low be 13 
1, 2 be moderate, and 3 be high, but not for all categories.  A 3 would not be used for all 14 
categories.  Another measure is level of city support and is based on comments from previous 15 
TAC meetings.  Basically, if it was discussed at TAC and was on the map, it got a high score.  If 16 
it was not talked about, but subsequently came up with some solution that we felt was not as 17 
much at the forefront of a project but a solution in the future and was not being talked about by 18 
your citizens, it didn’t get scored.  There was some concern that 1-5 is too extreme.  Mr. 19 
McManus mentioned a concern that the level of city support was weighed the same as the level 20 
of public support and that perhaps we should not put as much emphasis on the comments we 21 
received from the public. 22 
  23 
The last category is commercial and industrial impact.  This is kind of reverse of the construction 24 
difficulty. Construction that affects four or more businesses scored very low.  Projects affecting 25 
two to three businesses scored a “3”.  One business affected by construction scored a “5”.  The 26 
fewer number of businesses affected by the impact of a construction project score higher.  There 27 
was some concern that this was a better measure of economic vitality.  This measure is contained 28 
in the environment category, which the board ranked at 3.75%.  Transportation impact should 29 
focus on reducing the impact on the environment and that perhaps this measure does not meet the 30 
intent that folks were looking for in environmental sustainability.  Mr. Redden replied that this is 31 
difficult to measure.  Mr. Barnett stated that perhaps this is a better economic vitality measure   32 
and that maybe we can come up with something different for environmental sustainability.  Mr. 33 
Barnett gave an example of improving signal timing and how that translates to a reduced amount 34 
of emissions occurring at signals as one possible measure.  Mr. Rex mentioned that right-of-way 35 
impacts the environment more if you have to expand the right of away.  Ms. Knapp mentioned 36 
that completing the missing section of FM 1417 between SH 11 and US 82 would alleviate 37 
traffic at the US 75/US 82 interchange and reduce emissions.  Mr. Philpott mentioned flood plain 38 
or wetlands as an impact that would be a good measurement.  Mr. Barnett mentioned that all 6 of 39 
these measures were given to us by the Federal government and are the ones we must use.  She 40 
went on to state that if we had been given a blank sheet of paper to write down our priorities that 41 
transportation choices or environment sustainability wouldn’t have made the list.  However, we 42 
did rank it and it does have importance, but that its importance needed to be appropriate. Mr. 43 
Barnett stated that right-of-way and perhaps traffic signals and flood plain would be better 44 
measures of how projects effect our environment.  Mr. Redden mentioned that other possible 45 
measures could be right-of-way possibilities, right-of-way deeds, historic buildings, minority 46 
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communities, pedestrian access, pedestrian bridges, which impacts access by pedestrians and has 1 
a social impact to communities.  Mr. Barnett stated that just looking at how the numbers work if 2 
you get a 5 because you got 60+ votes on level of public support and you get a 5 on 3 
environmental sustainability, you, in essence, get a 3% on level of public support.  Mr. Barnett 4 
stated that this summarizes his concern about the weights of some of these things.  Mr. Barnett 5 
stated that he would put level of public support well above environmental sustainability and that 6 
perhaps it would be more difficult to find categories for transportation choices than for 7 
environmental sustainability.  There was a discussion on whether to take Transportation Choices 8 
out as a category and replace it with something else, moving the 6.25 somewhere else.  However, 9 
if it changed, then we would have to look at %.  Mr. Redden stated that there might be something 10 
we can do on the backside when we have spreadsheet before us.  Mr. Barnett stated that we are 11 
going to take into consideration the projects where a lot of folks have a lot of complaints.  Mr. 12 
Redden suggested that we rename the category.  The TAC seemed to agree with this 13 
recommendation.  Mr. Barnett stated that we can measure environmental sustainability, but that 14 
commercial and industrial impacts were not a good measurement of this. 15 
 16 
Mr. Redden re quested additional time be set aside for the next meeting due to the amount of 17 
discussion that will be generated. Mr. Benton asked if the information packet could be sent out 18 
ahead of time.  Mr. Redden stated that that the information packet will be attached to the agenda 19 
when it is sent out. 20 
 21 
Mr. Barnett inquired about the survey results.  Mr. Craig thanked TxDOT for their efforts to get 22 
the survey out.  He stated that the vast majority of respondents were local citizens with about half 23 
indicating that they used US 75 extensively.  He also stated that the whole corridor was well 24 
represented in the survey.  Mr. Barnett requested a copy of the survey results.  Mr. Bloom stated 25 
that he would forward those. 26 
 27 
VI. Informal Announcements 28 
 29 
The next public meeting will be held at Sherman City Hall on December 6, 2016 at 5:00 pm.  30 
The next meeting of the Policy Board is on December 7, 2016.  The next meeting of the TAC is 31 
on January 18, 2017. 32 
 33 
VII. Adjournment 34 
 35 
Having no further business, Mr. Barnett adjourned the meeting at 11:19 am. 36 
 37 
 38 
_______________________ 39 
Clay Barnett, P.E., Chairman, SDMPO Technical Advisory Committee 40 



SHERMAN-DENISON METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO)  
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)  

AGENDA ITEM IV 
ACTION ITEM 

January 18, 2017 
Review and Approval of Amendment to 2017-2020 TIP 
 

STAFF CONTACT:  Clay Barnett, P.E., 903.813.5275, barnettc@co.grayson.tx.us 

BACKGROUND: 
 
The first page of the draft 2017-2020 Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) Amendment 
includes a list of projects that will be undertaken in the next four year period.  The projects 
included in the amendment, which are highlighted in yellow, were originally approved by the 
Policy Board on Oct. 12, 2016.  However, after a thorough review of the records it was 
discovered that a public meeting was not held prior to the approval and the TAC had not made a 
recommendation on the proposed amendment.  In order to insure that the public has ample 
opportunity to offer the board any comments, Staff held the public meeting on January 10, 2017 
and is requesting that the TAC recommend that the Policy Board again approve the draft TIP 
Amendment. 
 
The second and third pages of the draft 2017-2020 TIP Amendment and the draft 2040 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) Amendment are at the request of Texoma Area 
Paratransit System (TAPS).  TAPS has spent the last year rebuilding after a period of great 
uncertainty.  TAPS staff intends to pursue standard operations and administrative efforts to 
continue the process.  As part of that TAPS requires that the Sherman-Denison MPO include in 
its 2017-2020 TIP and 2040 MTP those projects for the Fiscal Year 2017. 
 
The draft 2017-2020 TIP Amendment and draft 2040 MTP Amendment have been available for 
public comment for over 30 days and a public meeting was held on January 10, 2017. 
  
Provided below are the associated excel spreadsheets identifying the projects and funding 
summary. 
 
ACTION REQUESTED: 
       
Review and approval of the proposed amendment to the 2017-2020 TIP and 2040 MTP. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: click underlined items for attachment 
 

 Draft 2017-2020 TIP Amendment 
 Draft 2040 MTP Amendment 



FUNDING BY CATEGORY

1 - Preventive 
Maintenance

2U - Urban 
Mobility

6 - 
Structures 
(Bridge)

8 - Safety
9- Trans. 

Enhancements
11 - District 

Discretionary

2017 From To
0729-01-039 SDHWY086 FM 121 Jim Jones Road FM 3356 Widen non-freeway $3,533,978 $1,286,022 $800,000 $5,620,000
0045-04-066 SDTAP2017-1 SH 56 0.5 m E of US 75 0.77 m  W of SH 11 Shared use path $498,450 $498,450
0047-03-084 SDTAP2017-2 SH 5 0.34 m N of FM 121 1.1 m N of FM 121 Shared use path $682,600 $682,600

2017 Total $6,801,050
2018

0666-01-027 SD2018-1 FM 691 SB US 75 Loy Lake Road
Reconstruct roadway and add 2 
lanes $4,206,400 $4,206,400

SD2018-4 SH 289 Meadow Brook Fountain Creek Drainage improvements $150,000 $150,000
SD2018-5 FM 1417 at Sand Creek Reconstruct and widen bridge $2,730,000 $2,730,000
SD2018-6 FM 1417 Taylor SH 56 Widen from 2-lane to 4-lane $4,041,500 $4,041,500
SD2018-7 FM 1417 at SH 56 Reconstruct interchange $2,757,500 $2,757,500

2018 Total $13,885,400
2019

2455-01-031 SD2019-1 FM 1417 US 82 Taylor St. Widen from 2-lane to 4-lane $7,230,000 $7,230,000
0901-19-187 SD2019-2 New FM FM 121 County Line Construct new non-freeway $4,000,000 $4,000,000 $8,000,000
 2019 Total $15,230,000

2020

SD2020-1 FM 131 FM 691 Seymore Bradley
Reconstruct with traffic calming 
elements $5,030,000 $5,030,000

SD2020-2 FM 691 US 91 Theresa Drive
Reconstruct roadway and add 2 
lanes $4,546,000 $4,546,000

2020 Total $9,576,000
Total $3,533,978 $35,977,422 $0 $0 $1,181,050 $4,800,000 $45,492,450

Fiscal Year CSJ Project # Facility Limits Total

Funding by Category

Description



Paris YOE = Year of Expenditure

Project Sponsor Texoma Area Paratransit Systems Federal Funding Category 5307

MPO Project/Reference Number Federal Share $256,224

Apportionment Year 2017 State Funds from TxDOT $248,000

Project Phase n/a Local Funds $8,224

Fiscal Year Cost $512,448

Total Project Cost $512,448

Trans. Dev. Credits Requested $0

Sec 5309 ID # if applicable
Trans. Dev. Credits Awarded
 (Date & Amount) $0

Amendment Date & Action

Project Sponsor Texoma Area Paratransit Systems Federal Funding Category 5307

MPO Project/Reference Number Federal Share $614,938

Apportionment Year 2017 State Funds from TxDOT $0

Project Phase n/a Local Funds $153,734

Fiscal Year Cost $768,672

Total Project Cost $768,672

Trans. Dev. Credits Requested $0

Sec 5309 ID # if applicable
Trans. Dev. Credits Awarded
 (Date & Amount) $0

Amendment Date & Action

FY 2017  TRANSIT PROJECT LISTING
(Sherman-Denison MPO)  TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

General Project Information Funding Information  (YOE)

Brief Project Description

Transit Operations (50/50)

General Project Information Funding Information  (YOE)

Brief Project Description

Administration (80/20)



All Figures in Year of Expenditure (YOE) Dollars

FY 2017

Federal State/Local Total

1 Sec. 5307 - Urbanized Formula >200K 0
2 Sec. 5307 - Urbanized Formula <200K 871,162 409,958 1,281,120
3 Sec. 5309 - Discretionary 0
4 Sec. 5310 - Elderly &Individuals w/Disabilities 0
5 Sec. 5311 - Nonurbanized Formula 0
6 Sec. 5316 - JARC >200K 0
7 Sec. 5316 - JARC <200K 0
8 Sec. 5316 - JARC Nonurbanized 0
9 Sec. 5317 - New Freedom >200K 0
10 Sec. 5317 - New Freedom <200K 0
11 Sec. 5317 - New Freedom Nonurbanized 0
12 Other FTA 0
13 Regionally Significant or Other (incl FHWA transfers) 0

Total  Funds $871,162 $409,958 $1,281,120

   Requested 0
   Awarded 0

Transit Program 

Transportation Development Credits



2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (Proposed Amendment)

Agency MPO # CSJ Project Name From To Project Description

Project 
Length (in 
miles) # of Lanes Total Cost

2016‐2019

Texoma Area Paratransit
Transit 
Operations       Fiscal Year 2017   $512,448

Texoma Area Paratransit Transit Administration Fiscal Year 2017 $768,672



SHERMAN-DENISON METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO)  
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)  

AGENDA ITEM V 
INFORMATION/PRESENTATION ITEM 

January 18, 2017 
US 75 Corridor Study Update 
 

STAFF CONTACT:  Clay Barnett, P.E., 903.813.5275, barnettc@co.grayson.tx.us 

BACKGROUND: 
 
Mr. Aaron Bloom, P.E., Area Engineer for TxDOT Sherman Area Office, will lead a 
presentation and discussion on the results of the planning phase of the US 75 Corridor Study, 
which includes the renovation of US 75 from the Collin County line to the Red River. Topics of 
discussion include: 

 The revised Decision Matrix, and 
 Scoring of projects. 

 
ACTION REQUESTED: 
 
None 
 
ATTACHMENTS: click underlined items for attachment 
 

 Decision Matrix and Project Rankings 



1 2 3 4 5

Fatalities (2010-June 2016 Crash Data) 0 1 > 1
Geometric Design Deficiency Met desirable criteria Acceptable, minimum requirements met Below minimum design requirements
Mainlane Pavement Condition Good: 100 to 90 89 to 70 Fair: 69 to 50 49 to 35 Poor: 34 to 1
Bridge Condition (Based on Sufficiency Ratings) Good: 100 to 81 Fair: 80 to 50 Poor: 49 or less

Consistent with Existing/Planned Development
Low: Inconsistent with City/TAC comments and 
City thoroughfare plans (Example: Interchange 

@ Taylor Street)

Moderate: Consistent with City/TAC 
comments or City thoroughfare plans 

(Example: Mainlane Widening)

High: Consistent with City/TAC comments and 
City thoroughfare plans (Example: Hall Cemetery 

Road)

LOS (2016) A/B C D E F

LOS Improvement (2040) LOS improvement level has no change LOS improvement level changes by 1 letter LOS improvement level changes by 2 letters or 
more

Air Emissions

Low: Existing conditions which have 
minimal/equal amount of air quality of common 

pollutants and air toxics being produced 
(Example: Interchange @ FM 902)

Moderate: Existing conditions which 
slighty increase the amount of air quality 

of common pollutants and air toxics being 
produced (Example: Ramp Reversals - CSJ 

0047-18-080)

High: Existing conditions which noticeably 
increases the amount of air quality of common 

pollutants and air toxics being produced 
(Example: US 75 & US 82)

Floodplain High Impact Low Impact
Right-of-Way (ROW) Additional ROW needed No additional ROW needed
Noise Increases in noise volume Maintains existing noise volumes

100.00%

Maintenance & 
System Efficiency 23.75%

6.25%Community Support 0  1- 2  3-15  16-60

Environmental 
Sustainability 3.75%

Both directions less than 18.5'

Economic Vitality 11.25% Economic Impact to Existing Businesses

Low Impact: Maintains current existing 
connections to nearby businesses and has no 

impact to travel time (Example: Interchange @ 
Farmington Road)

Moderate Impact: Provides easier access than 
existing conditions to nearby businesses, may 

remove visual obstruction and maintains existing 
volume of traffic (Example: U-turn @ Loy Lake 

Road)

Congestion & Freight 
Reliability 21.25%

Bridge Vertical Clearance Both directions greater than 18.5'

50% to 100% statewide avg > statewide avg

61+

High Impact: Provides easier access than existing 
conditions, improves freight movement, safety, 

travel time, and allows a higher volume/capacity 
of traffic for nearby businesses (Example: US 75 

& US 82)

Level of Public Support (Based on the On-line Survey 
Questions)

Safety 33.75%
Crashes (2010-June 2016 Crash Data) < 50% statewide avg

US 75 Master Plan - Decision Matrix

Category Weight US 75 Study Measure Score Metrics

US 75-Decision Matrix_Weighted Matrix Rev.1
J:\2047C US 75 Master Plan Paris TxDOT\06.00 Design\06.03 Project Data\06.03.01 DesignData\US 75-Decision Matrix 1/6/2017



VAN ALSTYNE

Crashes 1 1 1 1
Fatalities 1 1 1 1
Geometric Design Defficiency 3 1 1 1
Mainlane Pavement Condition 1 1 1 1
Bridge Condition 3 1 1 3
Consistent with Existing/Planned Development 3 3 3 3
LOS (2016) 1 1 1 1
LOS Improvement (2040) 1 3 3 1
Bridge Vertical Clearance 3 1 1 3

Economic Vitality 11.25% Economic Impact to Existing Business 5 3 3 1
Community Support 6.25% Level of Public Support 2 2 1 2

Air Emissions 1 1 1 1
Floodplain 3 3 3 3
Right-of-Way (ROW) 3 3 3 3
Noise 1 1 1 1

32 26 25 26
48 36 35 35

Add interchange @ 
Hodgins Road Interchange @ Farmington Road

Total Technical Score

Safety

Category Factor Interchange @ FM 121 Add interchange @ San 
Ford Circle (Spence)

Congestion & Freight Reliability

Maintenance & System 
Efficiency 23.75%

Environmental Sustainability 3.75%

Total Weighted Score

Weight

33.75%

21.25%

US 75-Decision Matrix_Van Alstyne
J:\2047C US 75 Master Plan Paris TxDOT\06.00 Design\06.03 Project Data\06.03.01 DesignData\US 75-Decision Matrix 1/6/2017



HOWE

Crashes 1 1 1 1
Fatalities 1 1 1 1
Geometric Design Defficiency 1 5 3 1
Mainlane Pavement Condition 1 1 1 1
Bridge Condition 1 1 3 1
Consistent with Existing/Planned Development 3 2 3 3
LOS (2016) 1 1 1 1
LOS Improvement (2040) 1 1 1 1
Bridge Vertical Clearance 1 1 3 1

Economic Vitality 11.25% Economic Impact to Existing Business 5 3 5 3
Community Support 6.25% Level of Public Support 3 2 1 1

Air Emissions 1 1 1 1
Floodplain 3 3 3 3
Right-of-Way (ROW) 3 3 3 3
Noise 1 3 1 1

27 29 31 23
38 40 47 31

Add Interchange 
@ Cavender

Safety

Category Factor Add interchange @ 
Hall Cemetery

Safety Issue @ 
Baseball Fields Interchange @ FM 902

Congestion & Freight Reliability

Maintenance & System 
Efficiency 23.75%

Total Weighted Score

Weight

33.75%

21.25%

Total Technical Score

Environmental Sustainability 3.75%

US 75-Decision Matrix_Howe
J:\2047C US 75 Master Plan Paris TxDOT\06.00 Design\06.03 Project Data\06.03.01 DesignData\US 75-Decision Matrix 1/6/2017



SHERMAN

Crashes 3 1 1 1 3 1 1
Fatalities 1 1 1 3 3 3 1
Geometric Design Defficiency 3 3 5 1 3 3 1
Mainlane Pavement Condition 3 1 1 1 1 3 1
Bridge Condition 1 3 1 1 3 3 1
Consistent with Existing/Planned Development 3 3 2 3 2 2 1
LOS (2016) 3 1 1 1 1 1 1
LOS Improvement (2040) 5 1 1 1 1 1 1
Bridge Vertical Clearance 3 3 1 1 3 3 1

Economic Vitality 11.25% Economic Impact to Existing Business 5 5 3 5 3 5 5
Community Support 6.25% Level of Public Support 5 1 1 2 2 1 1

Air Emissions 3 1 1 1 1 1 1
Floodplain 3 3 3 1 3 1 3
Right-of-Way (ROW) 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Noise 1 1 3 1 3 1 1

45 31 28 26 35 32 23
67 47 39 41 52 53 32

US 75 & SH 91 
Reconnection

Add Interchange @ 
Blue Flame RoadRegrade US 75Category Factor  US 75 & US 82 Options South Travis Street 

Reconnection Drainage along US 75Weight

33.75%Safety

Add U-turn @ 
Loy Lake Road

Total Weighted Score
Total Technical Score

Congestion & Freight Reliability 21.25%

Environmental Sustainability 3.75%

Maintenance & System 
Efficiency 23.75%

US 75-Decision Matrix_Sherman
J:\2047C US 75 Master Plan Paris TxDOT\06.00 Design\06.03 Project Data\06.03.01 DesignData\US 75-Decision Matrix 1/6/2017



DENISON

Crashes 1 1 1 1 1
Fatalities 3 1 1 1 1
Geometric Design Defficiency 3 1 1 1 1
Mainlane Pavement Condition 3 3 1 1 1
Bridge Condition 3 1 1 1 1
Consistent with Existing/Planned Development 3 3 1 3 3
LOS (2016) 1 1 1 1 1
LOS Improvement (2040) 1 1 1 1 1
Bridge Vertical Clearance 3 3 1 1 1

Economic Vitality 11.25% Economic Impact to Existing Business 3 3 1 3 3
Community Support 6.25% Level of Public Support 3 1 1 1 2

Air Emissions 1 1 1 1 1
Floodplain 3 3 1 3 3
Right-of-Way (ROW) 3 1 3 1 1
Noise 1 1 3 1 1

35 25 19 21 22
53 38 23 31 32Total Weighted Score

Category FactorWeight

Total Technical Score

Safety

Congestion & Freight Reliability

Maintenance & System 
Efficiency

Environmental Sustainability 3.75%

23.75%

21.25%

33.75%

Interchange @ 
Spur 503

Future Tollway  
Connection

Intersection @ 
Crawford Street

Drainage issue @ Loy 
Creek & Loy Lake

Future Connection to 
SH 289

US 75-Decision Matrix_Denison
J:\2047C US 75 Master Plan Paris TxDOT\06.00 Design\06.03 Project Data\06.03.01 DesignData\US 75-Decision Matrix 1/6/2017



TxDOT

Crashes 1 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 1
Fatalities 1 5 5 5 5 1 3 1 3 1
Geometric Design Defficiency 3 3 3 3 1 3 5 5 3 1
Mainlane Pavement Condition 3 4 4 3 1 1 1 1 1 1
Bridge Condition 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Consistent with Existing/Planned Development 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3
LOS (2016) 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 1
LOS Improvement (2040) 1 1 1 1 1 1 5 5 3 1
Bridge Vertical Clearance 1 3 3 3 3 1 1 1 1 1

Economic Vitality 11.25% Economic Impact to Existing Business 1 1 1 1 1 3 5 5 5 5
Community Support 6.25% Level of Public Support 3 5 5 3 3 3 5 5 5 4

Air Emissions 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1
Floodplain 3 1 1 3 3 3 1 1 3 3
Right-of-Way 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Noise 1 1 1 1 1 3 3 3 3 3

26 36 36 35 30 29 43 41 40 30
36 58 58 54 44 39 67 63 60 40

Crashes 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3
Fatalities 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3
Geometric Design Defficiency 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1
Mainlane Pavement Condition 3 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1
Bridge Condition 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 3 3 3
Consistent with Existing/Planned Development 3 2 2 1 1 1 3 1 1 3
LOS (2016) 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 1
LOS Improvement (2040) 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1
Bridge Vertical Clearance 1 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

Economic Vitality 11.25% Economic Impact to Existing Business 5 3 5 5 5 1 3 3 3 1
Community Support 6.25% Level of Public Support 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Air Emissions 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Floodplain 1 3 3 3 1 1 3 1 3 3
Right-of-Way 3 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 3 3
Noise 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

32 24 28 25 21 17 32 23 27 29
50 30 41 35 34 25 48 34 38 43

Crashes 3 1 1 1 1 -
Fatalities 1 1 1 3 1 -
Geometric Design Defficiency 1 1 1 1 1 -
Mainlane Pavement Condition 1 1 1 1 1 -
Bridge Condition 3 1 3 3 1 -
Consistent with Existing/Planned Development 2 2 2 2 2 -
LOS (2016) 1 1 1 1 1 -
LOS Improvement (2040) 1 1 1 1 1 -
Bridge Vertical Clearance 3 3 3 3 1 -

Economic Vitality 11.25% Economic Impact to Existing Business 5 5 1 3 5 -
Community Support 6.25% Level of Public Support 2 1 1 1 1 -

Air Emissions 1 1 1 1 1 -
Floodplain 3 3 3 1 3 -
Right-of-Way 3 3 3 3 3 -
Noise 1 1 1 1 1 -

31 26 24 26 24 -
47 37 32 40 34 -

Maintenance & System Efficiency

Factor Continuous frontage roads 
over UP RRInterchange @ SH 91

Total Weighted Score
Total Technical Score

Category

Environmental Sustainability 3.75%

Maintenance & System Efficiency

Interchange @ FM 120 Interchange @ FM 84

FactorCategory

Total Technical Score

Weight

33.75%

21.25%

Environmental Sustainability

Congestion & Freight Reliability

Environmental Sustainability 3.75%

23.75%

Weight

33.75%

23.75%

Weight

Total Weighted Score

Safety

3.75%

Category Factor

Safety

21.25%Congestion & Freight Reliability

Total Technical Score
Total Weighted Score

Maintenance & System Efficiency 23.75%

Ramp Reversal Project 
(CSJ 0047-03-085: 0.651 
MI S of Center Street to 

FM 902)

* All Mainlane Maintenance projects will be assessed by TxDOT. This is to include priority and costs related per CSJ.

6 Lane Mainlane Project - 
Widening from 4 to 6 lanes 

(CSJ 0047-18-080: US 69 to SH 
91)

6 Lane Mainlane Project - 
Widening from 4 to 6 lanes 

(CSJ 0047-01-066: State Line to 
US 69)

Interchange @ Taylor 
Street

Cross Street Bridge w/ 
Pedestrian Access @ Pecan 

Street
Traffic Signals Interchange @ Park 

Avenue
3 Lane Frontage Road Project - 

Convert to one-way 

6 Lane Mainlane Project - 
Widening from 4 to 6 lanes 
(CSJ 0047-02-141: SH 91 to 

0.651 MI S of Center Street)

6 Lane Mainlane Project - 
Widening from 4 to 6 lanes 

(CSJ 0047-03-085: 0.651 MI S 
of Center Street to FM 902)

6 Lane Mainlane Project - 
Widening from 4 to 6 lanes 

(CSJ 0047-13-032: FM 902 to 
Collin County Line)

Ramp Reversal Project 
(CSJ 0047-13-032: FM 
902 to Collin County 

Line)

Interchange @ Randell Lake 
Road

Pedestrian Access Bridge @ 
Pecan Street T & P Railroad BridgeInterchange @ FM 1417 Interchange @ 

Lamberth Road
Interchange @ Fallon 

Drive

Mainlane Maintenance*

Ramp Reversal Project 
(CSJ 0047-01-066: State 

Line to US 69)

Ramp Reversal Project 
(CSJ 0047-02-141: SH 91 
to 0.651 MI S of Center 

Street)

Ramp Reversal Project 
(CSJ 0047-18-080: US 69 

to SH 91)

Congestion & Freight Reliability 21.25%

33.75%Safety

US 75-Decision Matrix_TxDOT
J:\2047C US 75 Master Plan Paris TxDOT\06.00 Design\06.03 Project Data\06.03.01 DesignData\US 75-Decision Matrix 1/6/2017



Project I.D. CSJ Project Type Total Cost Estimate Running Total of Projects City Weighted 
Score

T-1 0047-18-080 Ramp Reversal Project: US 69 to SH 91 $15,400,000 $15,400,000 TxDOT 67

Option 1: Box improvements w/ right turn bay & eliminate 
movements from La Salle Drive $8,300,000 

Option 2A: US 82 Improvements @ FM 131 $9,300,000 
Option 2B: US 82 Improvements @ Loy Lake $4,100,000 
Total for US 75 & US 82 Options $21,700,000 

T-2 0047-02-141 Ramp Reversal Project: SH 91 to 0.651 Miles South of 
Center Street $5,400,000 $42,500,000 TxDOT 63

T-3 0047-03-085 Ramp Reversal Project: 0.651 Miles South of Center Street 
to FM 902 $5,160,000 $47,660,000 TxDOT 60

T-4 0047-18-080 6 Lane Mainlane Project - Widening 4 Lane to 6 Lanes: US 
69 to SH 91 $27,000,000 $74,660,000 TxDOT 58

T-5 0047-02-141 6 Lane Mainlane Project - Widening 4 Lane to 6 Lanes: SH 
91 to 0.651 Miles South of Center Street $5,500,000 $80,160,000 TxDOT 58

T-6 0047-03-085 6 Lane Mainlane Project - Widening 4 Lane to 6 Lanes: 
0.651 Miles South of Center Street to FM 902 $7,600,000 $87,760,000 TxDOT 54

D-1 0047-18-080 US 75 & Spur 503 Reconnection $28,700,000 $116,460,000 Denison 53

S-2 0047-02-141, 0047-
18-080 US 75 & SH 91 Reconnection $13,400,000 $129,860,000 Sherman 53

S-3 0047-18-080 Add U-turn @ Loy Lake Road $9,000,000 $138,860,000 Sherman 52

0047-01-066      State Line to US 69 $5,600,000
0047-18-080      US 69 to SH 91 $40,400,000
0047-02-141      SH 91 to 0.651 Miles South of Center Street $8,200,000
0047-03-085      0.651 Miles South of Center Street to FM 902 $22,800,000
0047-13-032      FM 902 to Collin County Line $38,600,000

Total for Frontage Road One-Way Project $115,600,000
V-1 0047-13-032 Interchange @ FM 121 $11,700,000 $266,160,000 Van Alstyne 48
T-8 0047-03-085 Interchange @ Park Avenue $11,000,000 $277,160,000 TxDOT 48

H-1
0047-13-032, 0047-

03-085 Interchange @ FM 902 $8,100,000 $285,260,000 Howe 47

S-4 0047-03-085 US 75 & South Travis Street Reconnection $11,000,000 $296,260,000 Sherman 47
T-9 0047-18-080 Interchange @ FM 120 $11,700,000 $307,960,000 TxDOT 47

T-10 0047-13-032 6 Lane Mainlane Project - Widening 4 Lane to 6 Lanes: FM 
902 to Collin County Line $11,400,000 $319,360,000 TxDOT 44

T-11 0047-18-080 Interchange @ Fallon Drive $3,100,000 $322,460,000 TxDOT 43
T-12 0047-03-085 Interchange @ FM 1417 $5,700,000 $328,160,000 TxDOT 41
S-5 0047-02-141 Drainage along US 75 (Downtown Sherman) $45,800,000 $373,960,000 Sherman 41
H-2 0047-13-032 Safety Issue @ Baseball Fields $6,400,000 $380,360,000 Howe 40
T-13 0047-18-080 Interchange @ SH 91 $3,000,000 $383,360,000 TxDOT 40
T-14 0047-13-032 Ramp Reversal Project: FM 902 to Collin County Line $11,620,000 $394,980,000 TxDOT 40
T-15 0047-01-066 Ramp Reversal Project: State Line to US 69 $0 $394,980,000 TxDOT 39
S-6 0047-03-085 Regrade US 75 $1,670,000 $396,650,000 Sherman 39
H-3 0047-13-032 Add interchange @ Hall Cemetery $11,900,000 $408,550,000 Howe 38
D-2 0047-18-080 Interchange @ Crawford Street $11,700,000 $420,250,000 Denison 38
T-16 0047-18-080 Interchange @ Lamberth Road $3,100,000 $423,350,000 TxDOT 38
T-17 0047-18-080 Interchange @ FM 84 $3,400,000 $426,750,000 TxDOT 37

T-18 0047-01-066 6 Lane Mainlane Project - Widening 4 Lane to 6 Lanes: 
State Line to US 69 $3,700,000 $430,450,000 TxDOT 36

V-2 0047-13-032 Add interchange @ San Ford Circle (Spence Road) $4,400,000 $434,850,000 Van Alstyne 36
V-3 0047-13-032 Interchange @ Farmington Road $9,900,000 $444,750,000 Van Alstyne 35
T-19 0047-02-141 Option 1: Pedestrian Access Bridge $530,000 $445,280,000 TxDOT 35
V-4 0047-13-032 Add interchange @ Hodgins Road $4,400,000 $449,680,000 Van Alstyne 35
T-20 0047-18-080 Interchange @ Taylor Street $6,200,000 $455,880,000 TxDOT 34
T-21 0047-02-141 Option 2: Cross Street Bridge w/ pedestrian access $8,000,000 $463,880,000 TxDOT 34
T-22 0047-18-080 Continuous Frontage Roads over UP RR $13,700,000 $477,580,000 TxDOT 34
T-23 0047-18-080 Interchange @ Randell Lake Road $1,500,000 $479,080,000 TxDOT 32
S-7 0047-18-080 Add Interchange @ Blue Flame Road $4,400,000 $483,480,000 Sherman 32
D-3 0047-18-080 Future Tollway Direct Connectors $46,600,000 $530,080,000 Denison 32
H-4 0047-13-032 Add Interchange @ Cavender $4,400,000 $534,480,000 Howe 31
D-4 0047-18-080 Future connection to SH 289 $42,200,000 $576,680,000 Denison 31

0047-01-066      State Line to US 69 $0
0047-18-080      US 69 to SH 91 $900,000
0047-02-141      SH 91 to 0.651 Miles South of Center Street $120,000
0047-03-085      0.651 Miles South of Center Street to FM 902 $240,000
0047-13-032      FM 902 to Collin County Line $120,000

Total for Traffic Signals $1,700,000
T-25 0047-02-141 T & P Railroad Bridge $2,400,000 $580,780,000 TxDOT 25
D-5 0047-18-080 Drainage issue @ Loy Creek & Loy Lake $9,600,000 $590,380,000 Denison 23

0047-01-066      State Line to US 69 $620,000
0047-18-080      US 69 to SH 91 $5,780,000
0047-02-141      SH 91 to 0.651 Miles South of Center Street $980,000
0047-03-085      0.651 Miles South of Center Street to FM 902 $2,080,000
0047-13-032      FM 902 to Collin County Line $3,410,000

Total for Mainlane Maintenance $12,870,000

Project Cost Classifications City Identifier
Van Alstyne

Howe
Sherman
Denison
TxDOT

TxDOT *

* All Mainlane Maintenance projects will be assessed by TxDOT. This is to include priority and costs related per CSJ.

≤ $10 million
$10 million ≤ $25 million

*

Mainlane Maintenance*

$603,250,000 

$25 million ≤ $50 million
> $50 million

$254,460,000 

T-24 $578,380,000 

T-7

3 Lane Frontage Road Project - Convert to one-way

Project Ranks Chart

50

S-1 Sherman 67

Traffic Signals

30TxDOT

US 75 & US 82 Options

TxDOT

0047-18-080 $37,100,000 

US 75-Decision Matrix_Summary of Projects
\\IEA-FLSRVR\J-Jobs\2047C US 75 Master Plan Paris TxDOT\06.00 Design\06.11 Users\RDeLosSantos\Documents to TxDOT\1-6-2017_Updated Matrix&ScoringEvals\US 75-Decision Matrix 1/9/2017



Project I.D. CSJ Project Type Total Cost Estimate Running Total of Projects City Weighted 
Score

T-2 0047-02-141 Ramp Reversal Project: SH 91 to 0.651 Miles South of Center 
Street $5,400,000 $5,400,000 TxDOT 63

T-3 0047-03-085 Ramp Reversal Project: 0.651 Miles South of Center Street to 
FM 902 $5,160,000 $10,560,000 TxDOT 60

T-5 0047-02-141 6 Lane Mainlane Project - Widening 4 Lane to 6 Lanes: SH 
91 to 0.651 Miles South of Center Street $5,500,000 $16,060,000 TxDOT 58

T-6 0047-03-085 6 Lane Mainlane Project - Widening 4 Lane to 6 Lanes: 0.651 
Miles South of Center Street to FM 902 $7,600,000 $23,660,000 TxDOT 54

S-3 0047-18-080 Add U-turn @ Loy Lake Road $9,000,000 $32,660,000 Sherman 52

H-1
0047-13-032, 
0047-03-085 Interchange @ FM 902 $8,100,000 $40,760,000 Howe 47

T-11 0047-18-080 Interchange @ Fallon Drive $3,100,000 $43,860,000 TxDOT 43
T-12 0047-03-085 Interchange @ FM 1417 $5,700,000 $49,560,000 TxDOT 41
H-2 0047-13-032 Safety Issue @ Baseball Fields $6,400,000 $55,960,000 Howe 40
T-13 0047-18-080 Interchange @ SH 91 $3,000,000 $58,960,000 TxDOT 40
S-6 0047-03-085 Regrade US 75 $1,670,000 $60,630,000 Sherman 39

T-15 0047-01-066 Ramp Reversal Project: State Line to US 69 $0 $60,630,000 TxDOT 39
T-16 0047-18-080 Interchange @ Lamberth Road $3,100,000 $63,730,000 TxDOT 38
T-17 0047-18-080 Interchange @ FM 84 $3,400,000 $67,130,000 TxDOT 37

T-18 0047-01-066 6 Lane Mainlane Project - Widening 4 Lane to 6 Lanes: State 
Line to US 69 $3,700,000 $70,830,000 TxDOT 36

V-2 0047-13-032 Add interchange @ San Ford Circle (Spence Road) $4,400,000 $75,230,000 Van Alstyne 36
V-3 0047-13-032 Interchange @ Farmington Road $9,900,000 $85,130,000 Van Alstyne 35
T-19 0047-02-141 Option 1: Pedestrian Access Bridge @ Pecan Street $530,000 $85,660,000 TxDOT 35
V-4 0047-13-032 Add interchange @ Hodgins Road $4,400,000 $90,060,000 Van Alstyne 35
T-20 0047-18-080 Interchange @ Taylor Street $6,200,000 $96,260,000 TxDOT 34

T-21 0047-02-141 Option 2: Cross Street Bridge w/ pedestrian access @ Pecan 
Street $8,000,000 $104,260,000 TxDOT 34

T-23 0047-18-080 Interchange @ Randell Lake Road $1,500,000 $105,760,000 TxDOT 32
S-7 0047-18-080 Add Interchange @ Blue Flame Road $4,400,000 $110,160,000 Sherman 32
H-4 0047-13-032 Add Interchange @ Cavender $4,400,000 $114,560,000 Howe 31

0047-01-066      State Line to US 69 $0
0047-18-080      US 69 to SH 91 $900,000
0047-02-141      SH 91 to 0.651 Miles South of Center Street $120,000
0047-03-085      0.651 Miles South of Center Street to FM 902 $240,000
0047-13-032      FM 902 to Collin County Line $120,000

Total for Traffic Signals $1,700,000
T-25 0047-02-141 T & P Railroad Bridge $2,400,000 $118,660,000 TxDOT 25
D-5 0047-18-080 Drainage issue @ Loy Creek & Loy Lake $9,600,000 $128,260,000 Denison 23
T-1 0047-18-080 Ramp Reversal Project: US 69 to SH 91 $15,400,000 $15,400,000 TxDOT 67

Option 1: Box improvements w/ right turn bay & eliminate 
movements from La Salle Drive $8,300,000 

Option 2A: US 82 Improvements @ FM 131 $9,300,000 
Option 2B: US 82 Improvements @ Loy Lake $4,100,000 
Total for US 75 & US 82 Options $21,700,000 

S-2 0047-02-141, 
0047-18-080 US 75 & SH 91 Reconnection $13,400,000 $50,500,000 Sherman 53

V-1 0047-13-032 Interchange @ FM 121 $11,700,000 $62,200,000 Van Alstyne 48
T-8 0047-03-085 Interchange @ Park Avenue $11,000,000 $73,200,000 TxDOT 48
S-4 0047-03-085 US 75 & South Travis Street Reconnection $11,000,000 $84,200,000 Sherman 47
T-9 0047-18-080 Interchange @ FM 120 $11,700,000 $95,900,000 TxDOT 47

T-10 0047-13-032 6 Lane Mainlane Project - Widening 4 Lane to 6 Lanes: FM 
902 to Collin County Line $11,400,000 $107,300,000 TxDOT 44

T-14 0047-13-032 Ramp Reversal Project: FM 902 to Collin County Line $11,620,000 $118,920,000 TxDOT 40
H-3 0047-13-032 Add interchange @ Hall Cemetery $11,900,000 $130,820,000 Howe 38
D-2 0047-18-080 Interchange @ Crawford Street $11,700,000 $142,520,000 Denison 38
T-22 0047-18-080 Continuous Frontage Roads over UP RR $13,700,000 $156,220,000 TxDOT 34

T-4 0047-18-080 6 Lane Mainlane Project - Widening 4 Lane to 6 Lanes: US 
69 to SH 91 $27,000,000 $27,000,000 TxDOT 58

D-1 0047-18-080 US 75 & Spur 503 Reconnection $28,700,000 $55,700,000 Denison 53
S-5 0047-02-141 Drainage along US 75 (Downtown Sherman) $45,800,000 $101,500,000 Sherman 41
D-3 0047-18-080 Future Tollway Direct Connectors $46,600,000 $148,100,000 Denison 32
D-4 0047-18-080 Future connection to SH 289 $42,200,000 $190,300,000 Denison 31

0047-01-066      State Line to US 69 $5,600,000
0047-18-080      US 69 to SH 91 $40,400,000
0047-02-141      SH 91 to 0.651 Miles South of Center Street $8,200,000
0047-03-085      0.651 Miles South of Center Street to FM 902 $22,800,000
0047-13-032      FM 902 to Collin County Line $38,600,000

Total for Frontage Road One-Way Project $115,600,000

0047-01-066      State Line to US 69 $620,000
0047-18-080      US 69 to SH 91 $5,780,000
0047-02-141      SH 91 to 0.651 Miles South of Center Street $980,000
0047-03-085      0.651 Miles South of Center Street to FM 902 $2,080,000
0047-13-032      FM 902 to Collin County Line $3,410,000

Total for Mainlane Maintenance $12,870,000
* All Mainlane Maintenance projects will be assessed by TxDOT. This is to include priority and costs related per CSJ.

*

Mainlane Maintenance*

$12,870,000 TxDOT *

S-1 0047-18-080

US 75 & US 82 Options

50

Sherman 67

T-7

3 Lane Frontage Road Project - Convert to one-way 

Summary of Projects per Cost Classification
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SHERMAN-DENISON METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO)  
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)  

AGENDA ITEM VI 
INFORMATION/PRESENTATION ITEM 

January 18, 2017 
Presentation on the Sherman-Denison MPO’s updated Public Participation Plan 
 

STAFF CONTACT:  Clay Barnett, P.E., 903.813.5275, barnettc@co.grayson.tx.us 

BACKGROUND: 
 
Texoma Area Paratransit System (TAPS) has recently undergone a triennial review conducted by 
the Federal Transit Authority (FTA).  One of the action items required as a part of the review 
was an update to the Sherman-Denison MPO’s Public Participation Plan (PPP).  FTA has 
requested that the language highlighted on Page 4 be added. 
 
Since this change does not add a task or change funding, and is driven by a request from FTA, 
the document has been administratively modified to include the requested information and is 
being presented to the Policy Board as information. 
 
ACTION REQUESTED: 
 
None 
 
ATTACHMENTS: click underlined items for attachment 
 

 Public Participation Plan 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

100 W. Houston St. 
Sherman, Texas 75090 

Phn: 903.813.5275 
Fax: 903.870.4087 

www.sdmpo.org  
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The Sherman Denison MPO (SDMPO) is committed to involving the public in the trans-
portation planning process for the Sherman-Denison Study Area.  To achieve this, the 
SDMPO has created a Public Participation Plan to ensure that every Sherman-Denison 
Study Area resident is given the opportunity to participate in the development of trans-
portation policies, programs, and 
projects being proposed within our 
study area.  By formally documenting 
our public participation process, we 
will be able to review what we are 
currently doing, see what we’re miss-
ing, and make improvements.  This 
is a dynamic plan that needs to 
adapt to meet the changing needs of 
all sectors of the public.  Therefore 
this plan will be updated as needed. 
     
The Public Participation Plan for the 
SDMPO is built on the following prin-
ciples established by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and 
the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA):  
 
 Early and continuous involve-

ment, 
 Reasonable public availability of 

technical data and other infor-
mation, 

 Collaborative input on alterna-
tives, evaluation criteria, and mit-
igation needs, 

 Open public meetings where mat-
ters related to transportation pol-
icies, programs, and projects are 
being considered, and 

 Open access to the decision making process prior to closure. 
 
 

 
Sherman-Denison Study Area 
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Regulations and Requirements 
 
A. Federal  
 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 
 
Federal laws and regulations require the formation and designation by the Governor of 
a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for each urbanized area with a population 
of more than 50,000 to coordinate a comprehensive and continuing transportation 
planning process.  The Sherman-Denison MPO Policy Board (PB) is the designated MPO 
for the Sherman-Denison Study Area.  The MPO operates in accordance with state and 
federal laws.  
 
Much of the transportation planning work done by the MPO is directed towards imple-
menting and updating the study area’s Long-Range Transportation Plan also known as 
the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP).  This work takes the form of studies, data 
collection and analysis, the use of management systems, forecasts of future travel 
based on future land use, and prioritization of projects for funding and implementation.   
 
Federal transportation law (such as ISTEA, TEA-21, and the current legislation MAP-21) 
requires the SDMPO to produce and oversee a Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP), the study area’s short range (four year) transportation investment strategy.  The 
TIP prioritizes the study area’s transportation related projects within the constraints of 
federal, state, and local funding that Texas can reasonably expect to receive within the 
next four years.  Projects that are included in the TIP must come from an approved 
MTP.  There must be adequate public participation in the development of both the MTP 
and the TIP.   
 
Transportation Policy Board Responsibilities 
 
The Transportation Policy Board has five voting members representing the following 
governments:   
 

 Grayson County 
 City of Sherman  
 City of Denison  
 Small Cities’ representative (rotating) 
 Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), Paris District 

 
 
The MPO also has a standing Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) which is chaired by 
the Executive Director of the Sherman-Denison MPO.  This committee’s purpose is to 
review issues associated with the goals and objectives of the MPO (as identified in the 
most recent update to the Metropolitan Transportation Plan – MTP) and provide rec-
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ommendations to the Policy Board as to the implementation of those policies and objec-
tives.  The TAC membership consists primarily of city and county staff with either a 
background in engineering or planning, or are the City Manager or Public Works Direc-
tor. Each of the member governments of the Policy Board may appoint one representa-
tive to the TAC as voting members.  Additionally, the Grayson County Regional Mobility 
Authority, TAPS, the Texoma Council of Governments, and a representative from the 
other small cities are all invited to attend and participate in the bi-monthly TAC meet-
ings.  
 
From time to time, the MPO will appoint a task force or steering committee to carry out 
a specific planning assignment such as updating the MTP or overseeing the conduct of 
a study.     
 
As the designated MPO of the Sherman-Denison Study Area, the SDMPO has the lead 
responsibility to ensure that the transportation planning process is being carried out in 
accordance with federal and state regulations.  Several other agencies, however, also 
play key roles in the transportation planning process.   
 
The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) works cooperatively with the SDMPO 
in carrying out all of its transportation planning activities.  TXDOT representatives serve 
on all transportation related committees.  TXDOT is responsible for a number of activi-
ties that affect the metropolitan transportation planning process.  It is charged with the 
development of a statewide long-range plan, which will include the Metropolitan Trans-
portation Plan developed by the SDMPO.  TXDOT also develops a Statewide Transporta-
tion Improvement Program (STIP) which must include the TIP developed by the SDM-
PO.  Accordingly, TXDOT participates actively in the process by which projects are prior-
itized and included in the SDMPO’s TIP.  TXDOT also serves as the primary intermediary 
between the SDMPO and federal transportation agencies: FHWA and FTA. 
 
Texoma Area Paratransit System (TAPS) provides public transit service in the study ar-
ea.  This agency is responsible for both the capital and service needs in its service area.  
It is the principal source for identifying transit projects for inclusion in the transit por-
tion of SDMPO’s MTP and TIP.  It also carries out many of the public transit planning 
activities, both funded through SDMPO’s regional planning program and through other 
sources.  Because of the strong link between TAPS and the SDMPO, the input garnered 
through public outreach is shared between the two entities.  TAPS relies on the public 
participation process of the SDMPO in order to satisfy grantor requirements under vari-
ous programs, including but not limited to Section 5307. 
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Structure of the MPO  
 

 
 
MAP-21 
 
Public participation in the transportation planning and programming process is a priority 
for federal, state, and local officials.  The current federal transportation legislation called 
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) continues this.  MAP-21 
authorizes funding for Federal highway, highway safety, transit and other surface 
transportation programs and requires that Metropolitan Planning Organizations estab-
lish, periodically review, and update public participation processes to assure early and 
continued public awareness of, and access to, the transportation decision-making pro-
cess. 
 
MAP-21 mandates that the metropolitan transportation planning process contain the fol-
lowing public participation elements:  
 

1. Include a proactive public participation process that provides complete infor-
mation, timely public notice, full public access to key decisions, and supports ear-
ly and continuing participation of the public in developing plans and Transporta-
tion Improvement Programs (TIPs) and meets the requirements and criteria 
specified as follows: 


a. Require a minimum public comment period of 45 days before the public 

participation process is initially adopted or revised, 
 

 
Sherman Denison MPO (SDMPO) - 5 voting members: 

Grayson County, City of Sherman, City of Denison 
Small Cities Representative (rotating), TxDOT 

Technical Advisory Committee 
 

Work Groups/Ad Hoc Committees 
Appointed when necessary 

Public C
om

m
ent 
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b. Provide timely information about transportation issues and processes to 
citizens, affected public agencies, representatives of transportation agency 
employees, private providers of transportation, other interested parties 
and segments of the community affected by transportation plans, pro-
grams and projects (including but not limited to central city and other lo-
cal jurisdiction concerns), 

 
c. Provide reasonable public access to technical and policy information used 

in the development of plans and TIPs and open public meetings where 
matters related to the Federal-aid highway and transit programs are being 
considered, 


d. Require adequate public notice of public participation activities and time 

for public review and comment at key decision points, including, but not 
limited to, approval of plans and TIPs, 


e. Demonstrate explicit consideration and response to public input received 

during the planning and program development processes, 


f. Seek out and consider the needs of those traditionally underserved by ex-
isting transportation systems, including but not limited to low-income and 
minority households, 


g. When significant written and oral comments are received on the draft 

transportation plan or TIP (including the financial plan) as a result of the 
public participation process or the interagency consultation process re-
quired under the US EPA's conformity regulations, a summary, analysis, 
and report on the disposition of comments shall be made part of the final 
plan and TIP, 


h. If the final transportation plan or TIP differs significantly from the one 

which was made available for public comment by the MPO and raises new 
material issues which interested parties could not reasonably have fore-
seen from the public participation efforts, an additional opportunity for 
public comment on the revised plan or TIP shall be made available, 


i. Public participation processes shall be periodically reviewed by the MPO in 

terms of their effectiveness in assuring that the process provides full and 
open access to all, 


j. These procedures will be reviewed by the FHWA and the FTA during certi-

fication reviews to assure that full and open access is provided to MPO 
decision-making processes, and 
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k. Metropolitan public participation processes shall be coordinated with 
statewide public participation processes wherever possible to enhance 
public consideration of the issues, plans, and programs and reduce  re-
dundancies and costs. 

 
2. Be consistent with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Title VI assur-

ance executed by each State under 23 U.S.C. 324 and 29 U.S.C. 794, which en-
sure that no person shall, on the grounds of race, color, sex, national origin, or 
physical handicap, be excluded from participation in, be denied benefits of, or be 
otherwise subjected to discrimination under any program receiving Federal assis-
tance from the United States Department of Transportation.  

 
3. Comply with Presidential Executive Order 12898 Federal Actions to Address Envi-

ronmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.  Envi-
ronmental Justice directed federal agencies to develop environmental justice 
strategies to help federal agencies address disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects of their programs on minority and low-
income populations. The order is also intended to promote nondiscrimination in 
federal programs that affect human health and the environment. It aims to pro-
vide minority and low-income communities access to public information and pub-
lic participation in matters relating to human health and the environment.   

 
The Environmental Protection Agency defines Environmental Justice as the “fair 
treatment of people of all races, cultures and income with respect to the devel-
opment, implementation and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, 
programs and policies.” Fair treatment means that no racial, ethnic or socioeco-
nomic group should bear a disproportionate share of the negative environmental 
consequences resulting from the operation of industrial, municipal, and commer-
cial enterprises and from the execution of federal, state, local, and tribal pro-
grams and policies. 
 
The Federal Highway Administration identifies three fundamental environmental 
justice principles: 


a. To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse hu-

man health and environmental effects, including social and economic ef-
fects, on minority populations and low-income populations, 

 
b. To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected commu-

nities in the transportation decision-making process, and 
 

c. To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of 
benefits by minority and low-income populations. 
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4. Comply with the Americans with Disabilities (ADA) Act of 1990 and US DOT regu-
lations “Transportation for Individuals with Disabilities.”  Meetings and hearings 
must be held in ADA-compliant buildings and special accommodations must be 
made for those with disabilities to participate in meetings, planning, and pro-
gramming activities. 

 
5. Consult with entities responsible for planned growth, economic development, en-

vironmental protection, airport operations, freight movement, bicycles, pedestri-
ans, the disabled community, land use management, natural resources, and his-
toric preservation 

 
6. Provide for the involvement of traffic, ridesharing, parking, transportation  safety 

and enforcement agencies; commuter rail operators; airport and port authorities; 
toll authorities; appropriate private transportation providers, and where appro-
priate city officials. 

 
B. State  
 
The State of Texas has Open Government Laws.  These include the Open Meetings Act 
and the Public Information Act codified in Chapters 551 and 552 of the Government 
Code. These two laws that have jurisdiction over a public participation plan are intend-
ed to provide residents of Texas with firsthand knowledge of the activities that public 
agencies have taken at meetings and access to contents of public records.  
 

2. Public Participation Principles 
 
 Early and continuous involvement, 
 
 Reasonable public availability of technical data and other information, 
 
 Collaborative input on alternatives, evaluation criteria, and mitigation needs, 
 
 Open public meetings where matter related to transportation policies, programs, and 

projects are being considered, and 
 
 Open access to the decision making process prior to closure. 
 

3. Routine SDMPO Activities 
 

All meetings are open to the public and a public comment period is available at all 
meetings. 
 



 
Sherman Denison MPO - Public Participation Plan, Appendix B Page 8 
February 1, 2017 

POLICY BOARD MEETINGS – Although emergency meetings may be called as needed, 
typically the Policy Board meets the 1st Wednesday of every even numbered month at 
8:00 am and/or scheduled when necessary. Meetings currently are held at the Grayson 
County Courthouse Commissioners’ Courtroom.  Meeting location is subject to change. 
Attendees should call the Sherman-Denison MPO to verify meeting location. 
 
Policy Board meetings are held in conformance with the Texas Open Meetings Act. The 
meeting agenda is prepared and posted a minimum of 72 hours in advance of the 
meeting on the Grayson County Courthouse Bulletin Board.  Meeting agendas will be 
forwarded in advance to the Cities of Sherman, Denison, Howe, Van Alstyne, and Potts-
boro.  A press release is issued to the local television stations, radio stations, and news-
papers. This list is available from the SDMPO office and is updated periodically. Docu-
mentation to support the posting and press release will be retained in the SDMPO study 
office for a minimum of five (5) years. 

 
Citizens, elected officials, transit providers, and staff have opportunity to speak on 
transportation issues at every meeting under the item "Public Comment Period". 
     

All meetings of the Policy Board are recorded and minutes are drafted. These are avail-
able for public review upon request and available on the SDMPO’s website 
www.sdmpo.org.  
        
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC) MEETINGS – Although emergency meetings 
may be called as needed, typically the TAC meets the 3rd Wednesday of every odd 
numbered month (January, March, etc).  The meetings are typically hosted 9:00 AM by 
TxDOT at its Sherman Office on US 75. 
 
TAC meetings are held in conformance with the Texas Open Meetings Act. The meeting 
agenda is prepared and posted a minimum of 72 hours in advance of the meeting on 
the Grayson County Courthouse Bulletin Board.  Meeting agendas will be forwarded in 
advance to the Cities of Sherman, Denison, Howe, Van Alstyne, and Pottsboro.  A press 
release is issued to the local television stations, radio stations, and newspapers. This list 
is available from the SDMPO office and is updated periodically. Documentation to sup-
port the posting and press release will be retained in the SDMPO study office for a min-
imum of five (5) years. 

 
Citizens, elected officials, transit providers, and staff have opportunity to speak on 
transportation issues at every meeting under the item "Public Comment Period". 
     

All meetings of the Technical Advisory Committee are recorded and minutes are draft-
ed. These are available for public review upon request and available on the SDMPO’s 
website www.sdmpo.org.  
 
 Meeting announcement is done via newspaper, press release to all media and direct 

mail to stakeholder/interested parties list, 
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 Meeting dates listed on SDMPO website, 
 Agendas listed on SDMPO website, 
 Meeting minutes listed on SDMPO website, 
 Meeting packet with agenda, minutes, background information, and contact person 

information mailed and/or emailed at least one week prior to meeting, 
 Meeting location is handicap accessible, and 
 Meeting cancellations announced via newspaper, press release to all media and di-

rect mail to stakeholder/interested parties list. 
 
4. SDMPO Activities and Public Participation Techniques & 

Opportunities 
Modifications to the Metropolitan Transportation Plan and to the Transportation Im-
provement Program fall into two basic categories: (1) Amendments and (2) Administra-
tive Modifications.  Those occurrences that would trigger either category of action is de-
tailed in Appendix B at the end of this document. 
 
A. Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 
The MTP is updated and adopted at least every five (5) years.  It contains goals and 
objectives for Sherman-Denison Study Area’s transportation system and identifies the 
improvements, studies, and strategies that must be implemented to reach those goals 
and objectives.  It includes a list all of the transportation improvements scheduled for 
funding over the next 20 years. 
 

Updates and Adoption 
Activity Technique 

Input Prior to Develop-
ment or Updating 
 
(Draft Document) 

 

Input from citizens affected, public agencies, member govern-
ments, public transportation providers, users of public transit, 
freight shippers, providers of freight transportation services, the 
Grayson County Airport, Local and State Emergency Response 
agencies and TxDOT will be requested at two (2) public meetings 
held by the SDMPO. Citizens will also have an opportunity to pro-
vide written comments prior to and for ten (10) calendar days 
after all public meetings. 
 
Document available via: SDMPO website: www.sdmpo.org, SDM-
PO office and  TxDOT area office 

Notice to Agencies  At least thirty (30) days prior to adoption or amendment of a Met-
ropolitan Transportation Plan, the SDMPO shall post a public no-
tice at the Grayson County Courthouse Bulletin Board and alert 
agencies including, but not limited to: the  Cities of Sherman, 
Denison, Gunter, Howe, Van Alstyne, Pottsboro,  Chambers of 
Commerce,  news media, including radio, television, newspapers, 
and public libraries as to when and where the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan will be available for review, offering to make 
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a copy available upon request and asking for comments.  This list 
is available from the SDMPO Office and will be updated periodical-
ly. Documentation to support the posting and press release will 
be retained in the SDMPO study office for a minimum of five (5) 
years.   

Public Meeting Two (2) public meetings held.  One meeting will be required dur-
ing the initial stages of plan development.  The second meeting 
will be held to obtain input on the “Draft” plan as long as it is ad-
vertised and follows the Texas Open Meetings Act.  At a mini-
mum, the meetings will be recorded and a roster of those in at-
tendance will be kept on file in the SDMPO office.   

Comment Opportunities Public Meeting; Written comments  (from citizens affected, public 
agencies, member governments, public transportation providers, 
users of public transit, freight shippers, providers of freight trans-
portation services, the Grayson County Airport,  Local and State 
Emergency Response agencies) accepted  via email, fax, mail, 
Policy Board meeting. 
 
Included in the notice of public meeting shall be a call for public 
comment which shall include when and where a copy of the pro-
posed Metropolitan Transportation Plan can be reviewed and a 
deadline to receive public comment.  Written comments will be 
accepted up to ten (10) days after conducting the public meeting.  
Significant written and oral comments will be summarized and 
incorporated as part of the final document. 

Affected Agencies and 
Stakeholders 

The SDMPO shall maintain a current list of affected agencies and 
stakeholders. 

Final, adopted document  SDMPO website: www.sdmpo.org, SDMPO office and TxDOT area 
office. 

Updates and Amendments As necessary. 
Evaluation Technique Number of participants at meetings, number of comments re-

ceived. 
 
B. Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
The TIP is a four-year program that lists all regionally significant and federally funded 
projects and services in the study area, such as highway projects, bridge replacements, 
major corridor studies, transportation enhancements.  Projects that are included in the 
TIP must be consistent with and come from an approved Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan. 
 

Updates and Adoption 
Activity Approach 

Input Prior to Develop-
ment or Updating 
 
(Draft Document) 

A minimum of one (1) public meeting will be held to solicit public 
input on the four-year Transportation Improvement Program. The 
meeting will be recorded and a roster of those in attendance will 
be available and kept on file in the SDMPO office. Citizens will 
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also have the opportunity to provide written comments prior to, 
and for, ten (10) calendar days after the public meetings.  A no-
tice of the public meeting will be prepared and posted at the 
Grayson County Courthouse Bulletin Board a minimum of 72 
hours in advance Notice of the meeting will be forwarded to the 
Cities of Sherman, Denison, Gunter, Howe, Van Alstyne, and 
Pottsboro.  The meetings will be publicized in local newspapers 
and a press release publicizing the meetings issued to the local 
television stations and radio stations. This list is available from 
the SDMPO Office and will be updated periodically. Documenta-
tion to support the posting and press release will be retained in 
the SDMPO study office for a minimum of five (5) years. 
 
All documentation concerning the Transportation Improvement 
Program will be kept on file and be available to the public upon 
request.   
 
Document available via: SDMPO website: www.sdmpo.org, SDM-
PO office and TxDOT area office. 

Notice to Agencies Approximately fourteen (14) days prior to adoption or amend-
ment of a TIP, the SDMPO shall alert affected agencies including, 
but not limited to:   the Cities of Sherman, Denison, Howe, Van 
Alstyne, Pottsboro, and the Grayson County Courthouse, Cham-
bers of Commerce, news media, including radio, television, 
newspapers, and public libraries as to when and where the TIP 
will be available for review, offering to make a copy available up-
on request and asking for comments. 

Public Meeting Prior to adoption or amendment of a TIP, a public meeting shall 
be conducted to gather input from the public and affected agen-
cies.  Notice of the meeting shall be posted at the Grayson Coun-
ty Courthouse Bulletin Board.  Public Notice will be forwarded to  
the  Cities of Sherman, Denison, Howe, Van Alstyne, Pottsboro,  
Chambers of Commerce, news media, including radio, television, 
newspapers, and public libraries as to when and where the TIP 
will be available for review, offering to make a copy available up-
on request and asking for comments.   

Comment Opportunities Public Meeting; Written comments  (from citizens affected, public 
agencies, member governments, public transportation providers, 
users of public transit, freight shippers, providers of freight trans-
portation services, the Grayson County Airport,  Local and State 
Emergency Response agencies) accepted  via email, fax, mail, 
Policy Board meeting. 
 
Included in the notice of public meeting shall be a call for public 
comment which shall include when and where a copy of the pro-
posed Metropolitan Transportation Plan can be reviewed and a 
deadline to receive public comment.  Written comments will be 
accepted up to ten (10) days after conducting the public meeting.  
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Significant written and oral comments will be summarized and 
incorporated as part of the final document. 

Affected Agencies and 
Stakeholders 

The SDMPO shall maintain a current list of affected agencies and 
stakeholders. 

Final, adopted document  SDMPO website: www.sdmpo.org, SDMPO office and TxDOT area 
office. 

Updates and Adoption  A Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) shall be updated 
and adopted at least every four (4) years. 

Evaluation Technique Number of participants at meetings, number of comments re-
ceived. 

 
C. Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) 
Describes all transportation and transportation related planning activities within the 
study area for a two year period.  The UPWP includes a budget that shows the federal, 
state, and local funds that are committed to the completion of the planning activities. 
 

Updates and Adoption 
Activity Approach 

Draft Document 
 

SDMPO website: www.sdmpo.org, SDMPO office and TxDOT area 
office. 

Comment Opportunities 
on draft document 

Public Meeting; Written comments accepted via email, fax, mail, 
Policy Board meeting. 

Public Meeting Held during a scheduled Policy Board meeting. 
Public Meeting Notice  SDMPO website, SDMPO office, 1 week prior to Policy Board 

meeting. 
Final, adopted document  SDMPO website: www.sdmpo.org, SDMPO office and TxDOT area 

office. 
Amendment Notice  Policy Board agendas on SDMPO website. 
Evaluation Technique Number of participants at meetings, number of comments re-

ceived 
 
D. Public Participation Plan 
Outlines the strategies utilized to provide and receive information from the public on 
transportation planning and programming process including funding for projects, stud-
ies, plans, and committee actions. 
 

Updates and Adoption 
Activity Approach 

Draft Document 
 

SDMPO website: www.sdmpo.org, SDMPO office and  TxDOT area 
office 

Comment Opportunities 45 day comment period; Public Meeting; Written comments ac-
cepted  via email, fax, mail; Policy Board meeting 

Public Meeting Held during the public comment period, held during a Policy 
Board meeting 

Public Meeting and Com-
ment Period Notice  

Five (5) business days prior to the start of the Public Comment 
period, published in local media (see above) 
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Final, adopted document  SDMPO website: www.sdmpo.org, SDMPO office and  TxDOT area 
office 

Evaluation Technique Number of participants at meetings, number of comments re-
ceived 

 
E. Special projects, projects of regional significance 
For topic or geographically specific projects, meetings should be held at locations con-
venient to the group targeted for participation.  These types of projects may be re-
quired to make a presentation to the Policy Board and the SDMPO listed in the MTP and 
TIP. 

 
5. Outreach Techniques  

 
SDMPO, utilizing staff, will utilize many other techniques to involve and educate the 
public including: 
 

 Direct Outreach – SDMPO planning staff provide direct outreach to minority 
and/or low income groups through contact with local community groups and 
their leaders, 

 
 SDMPO website – an online resource about the plans and programs of the 

Transportation Policy Board, including the SDMPO activities, www.sdmpo.org, 
 

 Special studies/plans – SDMPO planning staff produce special studies and plans 
as issues and needs arise. This will continue to be a part of the transportation 
planning program, and 

 
 Surveys and Questionnaires – When circumstances warrant, SDMPO staff will 

conduct surveys and develop questionnaires suitable for distribution in specific 
project areas or at public meetings, training sessions, etc., in order to elicit in-
creased public input into the decision-making process.  

 
6. Evaluation Procedures for Public Participation 

 
It is important that the SDMPO continuously evaluate the effectiveness of the public 
participation techniques in the planning process for each plan or project. SDMPO should 
consider the following when evaluating the effectiveness of the public participation 
plan: 
 
(a) Are there many people participating in the techniques with good ideas and sugges-
tions? 
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(b) Are targeted stakeholders participating in the application of the techniques? Consid-
er asking participants, “Who else should be in attendance?” 
 
(c) Is the general public getting enough information and in a timely manner? 
 
(d) Rather than assume non-participants are “not interested”, consider contacting par-
ticipants missing from the process to determine the reasons for their lack of interest or 
inability to participate in the planning process. 
 
(e) Should an evaluation form be given to participants to see if they feel the technique 
is effective and useful? 
 
(f) Are the results and input from the public able to be incorporated in the decision-
making process? If not, what changes need to be made? 
 

7. Policies and Procedures 
 

Before adoption of any new or revised policy or procedure of the PPP, the SDMPO shall 
request public comment by publicizing the meeting in local newspapers and a press re-
lease publicizing the public comment period issued to the local television stations and 
radio stations. This list is available from the SDMPO Office and will be updated periodi-
cally. Public comment will be received for at least 45 days from the time of the first 
publication. The SDMPO shall maintain a log of all comments received.  The SDMPO 
Policy Board shall review all public comments and staff responses before the adoption 
of the new or revised policy or procedure of the PPP. 
 
Citizen requests to present or discuss information related to the SDMPO, transportation 
plans, and/or policies that affect those citizens will be responded to by the SDMPO staff, 
as well as officers, as time permits. 
 
How to Get Involved 
 

Sherman-Denison Metropolitan Planning Organization 
100 W. Houston St., Suite G1 

Sherman, Texas 75090 
903.813.5275 

903.870.4087 fax 
www.sdmpo.org 

 
Office hours are 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM, Monday through Friday. 

Offices are handicapped accessible.



 

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT REQUIREMENTS 

23 CFR 450.316 (b) (1) 

 

REQUIREMENT SDMPO PRACTICE 

 

Development of or Update to the Public Participation Plan (PPP) Policy Board open meeting will be held followed by a 45-day written 
comment period. 

Provide timely information on transportation issues 
Information is disseminated through SDMPO website, reports, and 
public and open meetings. 

Provide reasonable public access to technical and policy information 
Policy Board will hold public and open meetings; other technical as-
sistance is provided as necessary. 

Facilitate public involvement in developing Transportation Improve-
ment Program (TIP) and Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 

Public meetings are held during development of TIP and MTP as well 
as upon proposal of any major amendments to these documents. 

Public comments to be considered as an integral part of planning pro-
cess 

All public comments are reviewed and considered by Policy Board. 

Seek out and consider needs of  historically under-served 
A comprehensive public notification list will be developed and main-
tained. Inclusion on mailing list will be by written request. 

Public comments will be part of final TIP and MTP 
Public comments received on TIP and MTP are included in documen-
tation of the TIP and MTP. 

Revisions to the TIP and MTP based on public comments will be 
made available to public 

If the TIP or MTP require revisions, an additional public meeting will 
be scheduled. 

Federal Highway Administration/Federal Transit Administration re-
view of PPP 

SDMPO PPP will be sent to FHWA and FTA and published as part of 
MTP and the TIP. Minutes, comments, and responses of all public 
meetings will be sent to appropriate FHWA/FTA officials. 

Coordination of statewide PPP 
When possible, public meetings will be coordinated with TxDOT’s 
Urban Transportation Plan process. 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix A: Public Comments, Advertising and Publicity 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Summary of Comments Received 
 
 
(To be added after comment period) 
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APPENDIX B 
 

MTP/TIP Program Administration Guidelines 
 

Metropolitan Transportation Plans (MTP’s) and Transportation Improvement Programs (TIP’s) 
are frequently revised.  Not all MTP/TIP revisions require a formal amendment process.  As a 
general rule, significant changes to the design concept, cost, scope and schedule of a project list-
ing require a Major Amendment, whereas minor changes in fund sources, description, lead agen-
cy, funding years, etc. may be processed through administrative or minor change amendments. 
Revisions are submitted Quarterly and Major Amendments must be approved by the Policy 
Board (PB), the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA). Approvals of administrative and minor 
change amendments to the MTP/TIP have been delegated to the MPO’s Director and the TxDOT 
District Engineer through their written approval upon formal adoption of these guidelines by the 
Sherman-Denison MPO Policy Board.  

 

Major and Minor/Administrative Changes to the MTP and or TIP 

Modifications to these two documents will be one of two categories: a Major Change - which 
will trigger the amendment process which is open to public review and comment, or a Minor 
Change – which is of an administrative nature and does not trigger the amendment process.  The 
following paragraphs outline the differences between major and minor changes and the processes 
required. 
 

Proposed Formal Amendments to the MTP/TIP  
 
Amendments must be developed in accordance with the provisions of, 23 and 49 CFRs and ap-
proved by the federal agencies. In general terms, these regulations state the MTP/TIP may be 
modified at any time consistent with the procedures agreed to by the cooperating parties for de-
veloping the MTP/TIP and all other federal requirements in 23 CFR concerning the develop-
ment, public involvement, and federal agencies approval of the MTP/TIP.  Regardless of the type 
of change, all modifications to the TIP must be consistent with the MTP.  All modifications to 
the MTP and TIP must maintain the financial constraint for these documents; must be consistent 
with federal Title VI requirements, and consider the affect on the congestion mitigation, safety, 
air quality, and timely implementation. 
 
The following changes are examples of revisions made through a Major Amendment: 
 
Amendment Policy 
 
Amendments are modifications that require a formal process including approval by some or all 
of the following:  TxDOT, FHWA, FTA and the Transportation Policy Board.  An amendment is 
required for any project modification that meets the following criteria or that does not fall under 
the Administrative Change Policy.  
 

1. Adding or Deleting major or regionally significant highway or transit projects 
from the MTP/TIP: (except as outlined in #4 and #5 under the Administrative 
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Change Policy) 
 

2.  Cost Increases:  A revision is required on any cost increase that does not fall under item #1 
in the administrative change policy statement 

 
3.  Scope Changes: (except as outlined in #7 under Administrative Change Policy): 

 Type of Work Being Performed 
 Physical Length of  a regionally significant highway or transit project from its origi-

nal MTP/TIP description 
 Project Termini 

 
4. Funding Year Changes:  A revision is required to move a project into a fiscal year that 

would delay project implementation (except as noted in item #3).  
 
5.  Changes in the Funding/Cost Shares:  A change to the percentage of the total project cost 

paid by each funding partner requires a revision.   
 
Contingency and/or emergency projects may require board approval to streamline these guide-
lines provided 23 CFR§ 450.326 TIP: Modification and/or 23 CFR § 450.216 - Statewide trans-
portation improvement program (STIP) are followed and approved by federal agencies in ac-
cordance with 23 CFR § 450.220 - Approvals. 
 
Any changes other than typographical errors or updating references to regulatory require-
ments in the Public Participation Plan are considered to be a Major Revision. 
 

Administrative Change – MTP/TIP 
 
Administrative Changes are modifications that move project funding or a project phase listing 
within the period of the MTP/TIP, or modifications that solely change the "source" of funds for a 
listed project that do not involve changes from non-federal to federal funds and do not involve 
major revisions to the total estimated cost of an exempt project. These administrative amend-
ments usually take about two weeks to process and are approved by the SDMPO’s Executive Di-
rector in cooperation and coordination with the TxDOT District office. 
 
Changes may be made through an Administrative Change, as long as the change occurs within 
the period of the MTP/TIP, the change in total funding is within the scope of the administrative 
change policy (see item #1 below) and the change does not adversely affect the timely imple-
mentation, financial constraint or the public’s opportunity to participate in the transportation 
planning process.   In an effort to keep decision makers informed, any Administrative Change not 
requiring board approval will still be communicated to the Policy Board via e-mail and/or dur-
ing board meetings.  
 
Administrative Changes are MTP/TIP modifications that do not require action of the Policy 
Board for approval.  Under the Administrative Change Policy, the Policy Board has authorized 
the Director for the Sherman-Denison MPO to approve MTP/TIP modifications that meet the 
following conditions.  After they are approved, administrative changes are provided to TxDOT 
for informational purposes, unless they are merely processed to support previous Policy Board 
project approval (see Item #5).   
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1. Cost Increases:  Administrative amendments are allowed for cost increases up to the follow-
ing percentages based on the total project cost: 

 
  Percent Increase Total Project Cost ($) 
 75                                             0 - 250,000 
 30                                  250,001 - 1,000,000 
 20                               1,000,001 - 3,000,000 
 15                                                >3,000,001 

 
2. Cost Decreases:  Administrative amendments are allowed for cost decreases. 

 
3.   Funding Year Changes:  Administrative amendments are allowed for fiscal year changes 

that advance project implementation as well as the moving of a project and its funding from 
one fiscal year to another within the period of the MTP/TIP.  Once projects are ready for 
construction (i.e., all federal and State requirements and procedures have been met), TxDOT 
will advance the project to construction.    

 
4. Changes in Federal Funding Categories that Do Not Impact Policy Board-Selected 

Funding Programs:  Policy Board-Selected funding programs include: Urban Street Pro-
gram, Urbanized Area Formula Program - Transit Section 5307. 

 
5. Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Revisions Consistent with 

Previous Policy Board Action: (e.g., adding a project previously approved by the Policy 
Board) 
 

6. Addition of Non-capacity Projects from TxDOT Funding Programs: 
 

Examples include, but are not limited to: 
 

 Sign refurbishing   Intersection Improvements 
 Landscaping    Intelligent Transportation System 
 Preventive maintenance  Traffic Signal Improvements 
 Bridge rehabilitation/replacement Pedestrian Walkways  
 Safety/Maintenance   Hike & Bike trails 
      Enhancement Projects 

 
7.  Requested changes require written notification from responsible agency. 
 
8.   Increased Flexibility for Traffic Signal and Intersection Improvement “Grouped” Pro-
jects (see appendix) 
 

Administrative changes are allowed for funding and location changes as indicated below: 
a. Same locations, additional funding needed - see cost increase provisions above 
b.  Fewer locations, same or additional funding needed - eligible, but requires evaluation 

and rescoring  
c. Fewer locations, decreased funding - eligible 
d. Additional locations, same or decreased funding - eligible, but: 

-New locations must be of the same project type, 
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-Project does not change significantly, and 
-New locations must be part of a coordinated signal system or within the area of in-
fluence for intersection improvements. 

 e. Additional locations, more funding needed - not eligible (requires a revision) 
 

Administrative changes are allowed for changes to project design or scope, but require: 

-Evaluation to ensure similar benefits, 
-That the project does not change significantly, and 
-That the funding must be for equal or less amount. 
 

9. Addition of New Phases to TIP:  Includes engineering, right-of-way, and construction  
 
10. Any non-regionally significant highway or transit project-related change to projects 

funded from a “grouped” category.  (see appendix) 
 

11. Potentially Controversial Projects - The administrative change policy does not restrict                          
the Director from requesting Policy Board action on potentially controversial project 
changes. 
 

12. Minor data entry or typographical errors. 
 

13. Minor project description changes which do not adversely change the scope of the pro-
ject. 

Project Changes Not Requiring TIP Modification 
 
In certain circumstances, changes may be made to TIP projects without triggering a TIP modifi-
cation.  These circumstances are outlined below:   

 
1. Changes in Control Section Job (CSJ) Number – changes to CSJ’s do not require a TIP 

modification.   Potential CSJ changes may include conversion from Planning CSJ’s to 
Permanent CSJ’s, delineation of Permanent CSJ into segments creating multiple CSJ’s, 
etc. 

 
2. Changes to TxDOT’s Design and Construction Information System (DCIS) – the DCIS is 

a project tracking system, therefore, simply updating the DCIS to match previously ap-
proved TIP projects or project elements does not require TIP modification.  SDMPO staff 
maintains the official list of projects and funding levels approved by the Policy Board. 

 

Public Involvement Process for MTP/TIP Amendments 
 
Public Involvement Procedures consistent with 23 CFR shall be utilized in amending the 
MTP/TIP, however, these procedures are not required for MTP/TIP modifications involving 
those projects considered by the State and/or MPO to not be of appropriate scale for individual 
identification in a given program year and are grouped into a single listing in the TIP in accord-
ance with the requirements of 23 CFR.  All MTP/TIP amendments are discussed as regular items 
at the Policy Board meetings.  Before the Policy Board can approve a Major Amendment, the 
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public is required to be notified and given an opportunity to comment on the amendment. As 
such, all major MTP/TIP amendments are publicly noticed for 30 days as provided in the adopt-
ed Public Participation Plan.  
 
Proposed Major Amendments (as defined within this adopted guideline) are also publicly noticed 
as part of the Policy Board agenda and again as part of the regular Policy Board agenda. This 
process allows the public three opportunities to comment on pending Major Amendments.  
 
In accordance with SDMPO Public Participation Plan, public meetings are commonly held in 
conjunction with the programming approval of most federal funds prior to inclusion in the TIP.  
During the public comment period, the proposed Major Amendments are posted at the SDMPO 
webpage located at: www.sdmpo.org .   
 

MTP/TIP Amendment Request Submittal 
 
Any SDMPO member agency may request the consideration of a revision to the MTP/TIP on its 
own behalf or on the behalf of a non-member agency or private group, business, or individual.  
Private parties must work through the SDMPO member agency that represents them to request a 
revision to the MTP.  All such requests shall be submitted to the SDMPO Executive Director in 
writing.  The SDMPO Executive Director may initiate a revision to the MTP in order to ensure 
that it remains in conformance with all applicable federal, state and regulatory policy require-
ments. 
 
To request a MTP/TIP amendment, a project sponsor must submit the proposal to the SDMPO 
Executive Director for review. Likewise, to propose a new project, the project sponsor would 
submit the project proposal to the Executive Director.  Staff will review the submitted applica-
tion or amendment proposal for compliance with federal regulations, statue and regional policy, 
including funding completeness, impacts to air quality, congestion mitigation and safety, finan-
cial constraint and for compliance with other federal, state and regional requirements before ap-
proving the submitted application or amendment. If the proposal is found not to conform to the 
SDMPO adopted guidelines or is inconsistent with the financial constraint of the TIP the pro-
posal may not be approved. Proposed additions or changes to projects contained in the TIP must 
also conform to the amendment rules of the funding program involved. 
 
Use of Statewide Control Section Job numbers (CSJs)  
 
MPOs that make use of statewide project groupings must include the appropriate statewide pro-
ject grouping (Statewide CSJ’s) in their TIP.  Individual projects eligible for statewide project 
groupings may continue to be included in the MPO TIP for informational purposes only.  The 
information only project lists should be clearly annotated as such and may be included as an ap-
pendix.  Additional clarification regarding specific project work types (i.e., road reconstruction, 
bridge replacement, etc.) included in the statewide project groupings may be warranted.  
 
Financial summary tables for the MPO TIP should be revised to indicate that funding for projects 
to be completed under the statewide project groupings are constrained to reasonably expected 
sources of Federal, State, and local funding categories consistent with the MPO’s financial plan.  
Additionally, documentation affirming the MPO Policy Board action approving the use of 
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statewide project groupings is provided by adoption of these TIP Program Administration guide-
lines. 
 

GROUPED PROJECT CSJ 
DEFINITION OF GROUPED PROJECTS FOR USE IN THE (S)TIP* 

 
PROPOSED 

CSJ 
GROUPED 
PROJECT 

CATEGORY 

DEFINITION 

5000-00-950 PE –Preliminary 
Engineering 

Preliminary Engineering for any project that is not added capacity in 
a non-attainment area. Includes activities which do not involve or 
lead directly to construction such as planning and technical studies, 
grants for training and research programs. 

5000-00-951 Right of Way Acqui-
sition 

Right of Way acquisition for any project that is not added capacity in 
a non-attainment area. Includes relocation assistance, hardship ac-
quisition and protective buying. 

5000-00-952 
5000-00-957 
5000-00-958 

Preventive Mainte-
nance and 
Rehabilitation 

Projects to include pavement repair to preserve existing pavement so 
that it may achieve its designed loading. Includes seal coats, over-
lays, resurfacing, restoration and rehabilitation done with existing 
ROW. Also includes modernization of a highway by reconstruction, 
adding shoulders or adding auxiliary lanes (e.g., parking, weaving, 
turning, climbing, and non-added capacity). 

5000-00-953 Bridge Replacement 
and 
Rehabilitation 

Projects to replace and/or rehabilitate functionally obsolete or struc-
turally deficient bridges. 

5000-00-954 Railroad Grade Sep-
arations 

Projects to construct or replace existing highway-railroad grade 
crossings and to rehabilitate and/or replace deficient railroad under-
passes, resulting in no added capacity. 

5800-00-950 Safety Projects to include the construction or replacement/rehabilitation of 
guard rails, median barriers, crash cushions, pavement markings, 
skid treatments, medians, lighting improvements, railroad/highway 
crossing warning devices, fencing, intersection improvements (e.g., 
turn lanes), signalization projects and interchange modifications. 
Also includes projects funded via the Federal Hazard Elimination 
Program and the Federal Railroad Signal Safety Program. 

5000-00-956 Landscaping Project consisting of typical right-of-way landscape development, 
establishment and aesthetic improvements to include any associated 
erosion control and environmental mitigation activities 

5800-00-915 Intelligent Transpor-
tation 
Systems Deployment 

Highway traffic operation improvement projects including the instal-
lation of ramp-metering control devices, variable message signs, 
traffic monitoring equipment and projects in the Federal ITS/IVHS 
programs. 

5000-00-916 Bicycle and Pedes-
trian  

Construction or rehabilitation of bicycle and pedestrian lanes, paths 
and facilities. 

5000-00-917 Safety Rest Areas 
and Trucks Weigh 
Stations 

Construction and improvement of rest areas and truck weigh stations 

5000-00-918 Transit Improvement Projects include the construction and improvement of small passen-
ger shelters and information kiosks. Also includes the construction 
and improvement of rail storage/maintenance facilities bus transfer 
facilities where minor amounts of additional land are required and 
there is not a substantial increase in the number of users. 

*Subject to change based on unanticipated Texas Department of Transportation updates or revisions. 
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