
Grayson County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

AGENDA 

Wednesday, August 9, 2023 @ 1:30 pm 

Texas Department of Transportation 

3904 S US 75, Sherman, Texas 75090 
 

 

 

 

I. Call to order 

II. Acknowledgment of Quorum by Chairman 

III. Public Comment Period 

IV. Consider approval of the minutes of the MPO TAC meeting of May 17, 2023 

 Action  Information  

V. Review an Amendment to the 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and Recommend 

Approval of a Resolution Adopting the Amendment to the 2045 MTP to the Policy Board 

 Action  Information 

VI. Review an Amendment to the 2023-2026 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 

Recommend Approval of a Resolution Adopting the Amendment to the 2023-2026 TIP to the 

Policy Board 

 Action  Information 

VII. PUBLIC HEARING: Presentation and Discussion of the 2023 Grayson County Thoroughfare 

Plan 

   Action  Information 

VIII. Presentation and Discussion of the GCMPO 2023 Safety Planning Report 

   Action  Information 

IX. Announcements 

(Informal Announcements, Future Agenda Items, and Next Meeting Date) 

 TAC    Next meeting September 20, 2023 

 MPO Policy Board  Next meeting October 4, 2023  

 Freight Advisory Committee Next meeting TBD 

X. Adjournment 
 

 

All meetings of the Grayson County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 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 Clay Barnett at (903) 328-2090 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 or before August 4, 

2023. 

 

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.gcmpo.org for background materials under the 

“Committees/Meetings” link or under “News and Announcements” at our home page. 
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Grayson County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 1 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2 

Wednesday, May 17, 2023 9:00 a.m. 3 
Texas Department of Transportation  4 

3904 S US 75, Sherman, Texas 75090 5 

 6 

Committee Members Present: 7 
Clay Barnett, P.E., Chairman Grayson County MPO 8 
Rob Rae, AICP     City of Sherman 9 
Mary Tate      City of Denison 10 
Aaron Bloom, P.E. TxDOT Sherman Area Engineer 11 
Bill Benton      Grayson County 12 
Len McManus, P.E.     City of Van Alstyne 13 
 14 
Committee Members Absent: 15 
None 16 
 17 
Non-Voting Members Present: 18 
Barbara Maley      Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 19 
Mansour Shiraz                                                           TxDOT TPP Division  20 
 21 
Non-Voting Members Absent: 22 
Lynn Hayes      Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 23 
Shellie White      Texoma Area Paratransit System (TAPS) 24 
  25 
Guests Present:  26 
David Fouts     Farm&City 27 
Jay Crossley     Farm&City 28 
Jill Van Hoewyk     Lamb Star Engineering 29 
Tom Cochill     STV, Inc. 30 
 31 
I. Call to Order 32 
 33 
Mr. Barnett called the meeting to order at 9:08 a.m. 34 
 35 
II. Acknowledgement of Quorum by Chairman   36 
  37 
Mr. Barnett declared a quorum of the Technical Advisory Committee present. 38 
  39 
III. Public Comment Period  40 
 41 
No public comment. 42 
 43 
 44 
 45 
 46 
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IV. Consider approval of the minutes of the MPO TAC meeting of March 1, 2023 1 
 2 
Motion to approve the minutes was made by Mr. McManus, seconded by Mr. Bloom. Motion 3 
carried. 4 
 5 
V. Review of Pavement and Bridge Condition Performance Measure (PM2) Targets for 6 
Fiscal Year 2022-2025 as established by the Texas Department of Transportation and 7 
Recommend Approval of a Resolution Adopting the Targets to the Policy Board  8 
 9 
Mr. Barnett stated this item is part of the performance measures. He stated that Safety 10 
Performance Measures are usually recommended for adoption at the November meeting every 11 
year and that the other performance measures are usually recommended for adoption every four 12 
years at the November meeting. He stated that TxDOT was late getting them sent to us, but they 13 
were forwarded to the MPO and approved at the state level. He stated that we have 180 days to 14 
adopt their performance targets and measures or set the MPO’s own. He recommended that the 15 
MPO adopt the States’ for bridge and pavement. He displayed the State’s established Pavement 16 
and Bridge Performance Measure Targets for FY 2022-2025. He offered to answer any 17 
questions. No questions were asked. 18 
 19 
Motion to recommend the approval of the resolution adopting the FY 2022-2025 Pavement and 20 
Bridge Condition Performance Measure Targets was made by Mr. McManus, seconded by Mr. 21 
Bloom. Motion carried.  22 
 23 
VI. Review of System Performance Measure (PM3) Targets for Fiscal Year 2022-2025 24 
and Recommend Approval of a Resolution Adopting the Targets to the Policy Board 25 
 26 
Mr. Barnett stated that these are the performance measures adopted every four years for system 27 
performance. He stated that about four years prior, he recommended that the MPO set its own 28 
targets because only one of the nine targets applied to the MPO. He stated that he did not feel it is 29 
appropriate to adopt nine targets when the MPO cannot impact 8 of them. He stated that working 30 
with the Texas A&M Transportation Institute, the MPO has developed its own recommended 31 
system performance measures. He stated that the measures are included in the agenda packet. He 32 
stated that the only performance measure that applies to Grayson County is the Non-IH Travel 33 
Time Reliability.  34 
 35 
Mr. Rae inquired what the numbers in the performance measures mean. Mr. Barnett stated that 36 
statewide, growth is exceeding highway improvement funding. He stated that the State has 37 
anticipated that there will therefore be a decline in almost all of the performance measures. He 38 
stated that the MPO does not want to fall short of the measures and funding is from the state passed 39 
down from the Federal Government. He stated that he is recommending a 95% in 2023 and 94% 40 
in 2025. He stated that he knows that it is difficult to recommend performance measures that are a 41 
degradation, but it is consistent with the state and what TTI recommended. He stated that he 42 
recommends that they follow TTI’s recommendations and asked if there were further questions. 43 
 44 
Motion to recommend adoption of the PM3 Performance Measures by the Policy Board was made 45 
by Mr. Rae, seconded by Mr. Bloom. Motion carried with no further discussion. 46 
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VII. Review of the Annual Listing of Obligated Projects (ALOP) and Recommend 1 
Approval of the ALOP to the Policy Board 2 
 3 
Mr. Barnett stated that they were running behind on this item due to TxDOT not giving the list of 4 
projects until April. He stated that matters are complicated because the ALOP must be treated with 5 
the same level of public involvement as a TIP amendment due to changes in the IIJA. He stated 6 
that it needs to have a public meeting and be sent out to everyone on the TIP list. He said that this 7 
item is the first step in what would be a TIP amendment with a 10-day comment period, a public 8 
meeting, another 20-day comment period, then a policy board meeting. 9 
 10 
Mr. Rae inquired ask why projects outside of Grayson County were in the list. Mr. Barnett replied 11 
that they are part of the grouped projects, which are not grouped by region. He stated that it is more 12 
difficult to work with getting the data from TxDOT Connect and that he believes the State is 13 
working through some issues modernizing their system. He stated these grouped projects are 14 
spread throughout the district and that the MPO has a small portion of some of them. Mr. Rae 15 
inquired if the grouped projects that are relevant to the MPO are in the beginning of the list in the 16 
Agenda. Mr. Barnett replied that there are four categories listed in the ALOP. Highway Projects 17 
are exclusive to the county, whereas parts of grouped projects are spread through the district. He 18 
stated that he did not differentiate between those two categories and that he would correct that 19 
before the public meeting. He stated that the other two categories are bicycle and pedestrian 20 
projects, of which there is one, and transit projects. He stated that the figures in the agenda are 21 
from two years previous for TAPS. He stated that he asked TAPS for the numbers, but they did 22 
not get them it him in time before he needed to post the meeting. He said there would be a public 23 
meeting on this item with a 30-day comment period.  24 
 25 
Mr. Rae inquired if the issues would be corrected by the public meeting. Mr. Barnett confirmed 26 
that they would and that he would include the other members of the TAC in any notifications about 27 
the meeting. He inquired if there were any questions. Mr. Rae inquired if action was needed on 28 
this item. Mr. Barnett stated that it was. 29 
 30 
Motion to recommend approval of the ALOP with the Policy Board pending revisions by Mr. Rae, 31 
seconded by Mr. McManus. Motion carries with no further discussion. 32 
 33 
VIII. PUBLIC HEARING: Review of an Amendment to the 2022-2023 Unified Planning 34 
Work Program (UPWP) and recommend approval of the Amendment to the Policy Board 35 
 36 
Mr. Barnett stated that they recommended an amendment to the Policy Board in December, but 37 
that a lot of things changed since then. He stated that he did not submit the document to the FHWA 38 
because he did not feel it needed to progress until he had taken a thorough look at it. He stated that 39 
he recognized that there needed to be changes to the public participation plan as per TxDOT and 40 
FHWA comments. He stated that the UPWP needs to be changed to include about 2% of the MPO 41 
funds for safe and accessible transportation options as required by the IIJA. He stated that the IIJA 42 
was passed after the original version of the UPWP was adopted. He also stated that the UPWP did 43 
not include funding for finishing the Thoroughfare Plan and thus this item would allocate some 44 
funds towards doing so. He stated that this is an item for a public hearing. 45 
 46 
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At 9:34 AM, Mr. Barnett opened up this item for public hearing. There was no public comment, 1 
and Mr. Barnett closed public hearing. He inquired if the TAC had questions. There were none. 2 
 3 
Motion to recommend approval of an amendment to the 2022-2023 UPWP to the Policy Board 4 
from Mr. McManus, seconded by Mr. Bloom. Motion carries. 5 
 6 
IX. Review of the 2024-2025 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) and 7 
recommend approval of the 2024-2025 UPWP to the Policy Board 8 
 9 
Mr. Barnett stated that the UPWP is the MPO budget, which had its items thoroughly reviewed. 10 
He stated that tasks 1-4 are standard, but task 4 requires the completion of the MTP and tasks 3 11 
and 5 require the receipt of figures from TAPS. He stated that he would insert those figures when 12 
received before the Policy Board Meeting. He stated that Task 5 is Special Projects, which includes 13 
Long Range Transit Planning. He stated that the US 82 Corridor Study is also in Task 5 and that 14 
it is undertaken by TxDOT. He stated that he was asked to serve in two groups and committees on 15 
the study. He stated that the corridor study was specifically requested by the GCMPO. He stated 16 
that the item would allow the study to be completed shortly. He stated that the original vision was 17 
for the four MPO’s along US 82 in Texas to do studies independently, but the MPOs cannot spend 18 
funds outside of their areas. He stated that there is a long way between these MPOs, so they asked 19 
the State to fund the studies. He stated the State funded it, is about a third of the way done, and 20 
should be about halfway done by the end of September and end at about May the next year.  He 21 
stated that for Task 5.3, he emailed Sherman, Denison, the County Judge, and the Precinct 1 22 
Commissioner requesting that they partner to form a Safe Streets and Roads for All grant. He said 23 
that to qualify for more grants, there needs to be a Comprehensive Action Plan for the region. He 24 
stated that in the email he asked Sherman to contribute $40,000, Grayson County to contribute 25 
$40,000, and Denison to contribute $20,000 for a total of 20% of what the anticipated price of the 26 
plan. He stated that he had not received much feedback on that but wants some soon before the 27 
grant request deadline in mid-July. 28 
 29 
Mr. Rae stated that he wants more information on what projects can be funded under the grant 30 
because in the past they had funding for safety projects but no projects that could be funded. He 31 
stated that he wanted to know what grants would be made available by the plan. He inquired what 32 
the benefit to the cities and county would be. Mr. Barnett stated that it would open it up to apply 33 
for more safety grants. He stated that he couldn’t give any specific projects other than US 82 34 
between 1417 and Whitesboro. He stated that is it the 26th most dangerous roadway in the US and 35 
that mathematically, if you commute to work through that section of roadway every day, you have 36 
a 1% chance of dying in a crash every year. He stated that it is due to the high-speed limit and 37 
drivers making sudden turns. He stated that the study would look at each accident in the county 38 
and determine if it was preventable through the means of engineering. The study would then give 39 
a list of projects on a prioritized list based on cost-benefit ratio. He stated that they can only fund 40 
projects in that list with the SS4A grant and that they still require a 20% match. He said his main 41 
goal is to get a grant for US 82. 42 
 43 
Ms. Tate inquired what the return on investment would be for Denison. She stated that she does 44 
not know if what Mr. Barnett described is beneficial to Denison in light of more pressing safety 45 
issues within the city. She stated that Denison would have an answer to Mr. Barnett’s request 46 
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shortly. Mr. Barnett stated that he wished he could give Ms. Tate a list of projects, but he cannot 1 
without the list from the plan. He stated that as a father of two teenage drivers in the region, safety 2 
is important to him. He stated that in order for the MPO to meet state goals, noting the plan to have 3 
no fatalities on Texas roads by 2045, there needs to be some level of local contribution. He stated 4 
that it can be easy to forget that driving is the highest risk activity a person does every day and that 5 
he wants to do all he can to minimize that risk. 6 
 7 
Mr. Rae stated that Sherman’s largest issues are on 75 and 1417, which TxDOT has been working 8 
on solving. He stated that Sherman does not have crash hotspots that are not addressed. He stated 9 
that he wants more clarity on what the projects would be. Mr. Barnett stated that they did the Safety 10 
and Operations Plan and displayed a map from which that shows the crashes in Grayson County. 11 
He stated that the 1417 project was done for safety reasons and that he did not want Sherman to 12 
stop funding safety projects once the ones in Sherman are complete. He stated that the projects 13 
would cover the whole area, but he is especially concerned with US 82. He stated that a portion of 14 
the problematic area of US 82 is in Sherman and that there is another problem area in 1417 in 15 
Sherman. He stated that there were two fatal accidents involving motorcycles and that he was not 16 
sure if it was preventable through engineering. Mr. Bloom stated that both were related to a vehicle 17 
running into another vehicle waiting to make a turn on Plainview Road and another near 18 
Constitution Village. 19 
 20 
Mr. Rae inquired why Mr. Barnett’s funding was broken down into Sherman, Denison, and the 21 
rest of the County. Mr. Barnett stated that it was based on the split in the 2017 Thoroughfare Plan, 22 
where an analysis showed that about 40% of the population is outside of Sherman or Denison, 23 
40% in Sherman, and 20% in Denison. He stated he is indifferent to where the funding comes 24 
from, but wants to start the conversation to fund the Safe Streets for All grant. He stated that 25 
because it worked in the past he believed it was a good place to start. He stated that he can 26 
negotiate, but he put it in the UPWP because he wants to see it funded in the region. He stated that 27 
if he can get the funding, he will fight for the grant, but he wants to know if he will not get funding 28 
sooner rather than later. Mr. Rae stated that this information will help him get back to Mr. Barnett 29 
with an answer. Mr. Barnett asked if the information answered Ms. Tate’s questions. Ms. Tate 30 
stated that it did and that she made a case already to her leadership. She stated that cooperation is 31 
important to show as the region grows and that the grant would help with that. She stated that it is 32 
hard to make that case without specifics, but can see the long-term benefit.  33 
 34 
Mr. Barnett stated that the Safety and Operations Study is available on the MPO website and gives 35 
an idea of what projects may qualify, noting part of US 75, part of FM 120, Spur 503, and TX 91. 36 
He stated that they may find a specific signal has issues and may find a solution as simple as 37 
retiming the signal. He stated that they went off on a large tangent. He stated that the UPWP 38 
includes $500,000 for a Safe Streets for All grant under the local column. He stated that $100,000 39 
is local, $400,000 is from the grant, and $5,000 for staff time to manage the project. He stated that 40 
the fourth Special Project involves resiliency, which is the only planning factor that has not been 41 
looked at by the MPO. He stated that resiliency is how often you have to close down roads due to 42 
emergency weather conditions such has floods and ice storms and how quickly it recovers. He 43 
stated that he knows of a resiliency issue on 82 because accident forces them to divert all of the 44 
traffic because there are no frontage roads. He stated that in an ice storm in 2013, Cooke County 45 
shut down I-35 and sent all traffic into US 82 to take US 75 only to discover that US 75 had worse 46 
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conditions than I-35. He asked Mr. Bloom if that was correct. Mr. Bloom stated that it was in 1 
Denton County in 2013 plus an issue in Oklahoma. Mr. Barnett stated that there were trucks that 2 
could not make it up some hills and so trucks were parked everywhere. He stated that these are the 3 
sort of issues that a resiliency plan would help with. He stated that he included some staff time and 4 
$65,000 in MPO funds to fund the resiliency plan. He stated that the MPO does not qualify for an 5 
SPR grant this year or next year, which is not uncommon. He stated that they will likely have 6 
access to those funds in 2025, when he plans to apply for a $95,000 grant for a resiliency study. 7 
He stated that he knows that there are roads that flood in Sherman because he has had to shut them 8 
down before, but that the plan would point out these issues throughout the county. He inquired if 9 
there were any questions. There were none. 10 
 11 
Motion to recommend approval of the 2024-2025 UPWP to the Policy Board by Mr. Rae, seconded 12 
by Mr. McManus. Motion carries. 13 
 14 
X. Presentation and Discussion on the Safe Streets for Texans 15 
 16 
David Fouts with Farm&City gave a presentation about the Safe Streets for Texans, which is 17 
attached hereto and incorporated herein. 18 
 19 
VI.  Announcements 20 
 21 
Mr. Barnett stated the next TAC meeting is on September 20 and the next Policy Board meeting 22 
is July 19. 23 
 24 
VII.  Adjournment 25 
 26 
Having no further business, Mr. Barnett adjourned the meeting at 11:54 AM. 27 
 28 
 29 
___________________________ 30 
Clay Barnett, P.E., Chairman, GCMPO Technical Advisory Committee 31 



Imagine Texas as a place 
where nobody has to die 

from vehicle crashes.



“The goal of an Action Plan is to develop a holistic, 
well-defined strategy to prevent roadway fatalities and 
serious injuries in a locality, Tribe, or region.”
● Promote safety
● Employ low-cost, high-impact strategies that can improve safety over a wider 

geographic area
● Ensure effective investment in the safety needs of underserved communities, 

which includes both underserved urban and rural communities
● Incorporate evidence-based [data driven] projects and strategies; and
● Align with the Department’s [USDOT’s] mission and with priorities such as 

equity among different road users, quality job creation, and economic strength 
and global competitiveness.



Vision Zero / Safe Systems Approach

● “Vision Zero is not a slogan, not a tagline, not even just a program. It is 
a fundamentally different way to approach traffic safety.”

● Difference between traditional approach and Vision Zero
○ E’s vs Vision Zero (etc.)

● Vision Zero approach builds on USDOT’s Action Plan Priorities
○ work through SS4A priorities through a Vision Zero / Safe Systems lens



Vision Zero as a Guiding Principle

involves a paradigm shift to improve safety culture, increase collaboration across 
all safety stakeholders, and refocus transportation system design and operation on 
anticipating human mistakes and lessening impact forces to reduce crash severity 
and save lives.



The Vision Zero Approach



Vision Zero Safe Systems Approach

So our goal today is to help you learn more about

● Vision Zero / Safe System approach to safety

● Safety Action Plans

● FHWA Safety Interventions

● The why behind the SS4A grant program

● Application strategies to fund and implement your 

safety action plan(s)



Vision Zero Safe Systems Approach

Safer People

Safer Vehicles

Safer Speeds

Safer Roads

Post-Crash Care



Crash Not Accident

https://crashnotaccident.com/



Explore the SS4A priorities through the Vision Zero Lens

“The goal of an Action Plan is to develop a holistic, well-defined strategy to prevent 
roadway fatalities and serious injuries in a locality, Tribe, or region.”



1. Leadership Commitment 
and Goal Setting



1. Leadership Commitment and Goal Setting

An official public commitment (e.g., resolution, policy, ordinance) by a high ranking 
official and/or governing body (e.g., Mayor, City Council, Tribal Council, 
metropolitan planning organization [MPO], Policy Board) to an eventual goal of 
zero roadway fatalities and serious injuries. The commitment must include a goal 
and timeline for eliminating roadway fatalities and serious injuries achieved 
through one, or both, of the following:

1. the target date for achieving zero roadway fatalities and serious injuries, OR
2. an ambitious percentage reduction of roadway fatalities and serious injuries 

by a specific date with an eventual goal of eliminating roadway fatalities and 
serious injuries.





1. Leadership Commitment and Goal Setting

San Mateo County



1. Leadership Commitment and Goal Setting

Safe Routes to School, Mountain View



Denison, TX



Denison, TX



Denison, TX



Denison, TX



Grayson County



1. Leadership Commitment and Goal Setting

Paso Del Norte Trail Ribbon Cutting, Culture Span MArketing 



2. Planning Structure



2. Planning Structure

A committee, task force, 
implementation group, or similar 
body charged with oversight of the 
Action Plan development, 
implementation, and monitoring.

stock.adobe.com



2. Planning Structure



2. Planning Structure



2. Planning Structure



2. Planning Structure



3. Safety Analysis



3. Safety Analysis

Analysis of existing conditions and historical trends that provides a baseline level of crashes involving fatalities and serious injuries 
across a jurisdiction, locality, Tribe, or region. 

● Includes an analysis of locations where there are crashes and the severity of the crashes, as well as contributing factors and 
crash types by relevant road users (motorists, pedestrians, transit users, etc.). 

● Analysis of systemic and specific safety needs is also performed, as needed (e.g., high-risk road features, specific safety 
needs of relevant road users, public health approaches, analysis of the built environment, demographics, and structural 
issues). 

● To the extent practical, the analysis should include all roadways within the jurisdiction, without regard for ownership. 
● Based on the analysis performed, a geospatial identification of higher-risk locations is developed (a High-Injury Network or 

equivalent).

stock.adobe.com



4. Engagement and 
Collaboration



4. Engagement and Collaboration

● Robust engagement with the public and relevant 
stakeholders, including the private sector and 
community groups, that allows for both community 
representation and feedback. 

● Information received from engagement and 
collaboration is analyzed and incorporated into the 
Action Plan. 

● Overlapping jurisdictions are included in the 
process. 

● Plans and processes are coordinated and aligned 
with other governmental plans and planning 
processes to the extent practicable.

stock.adobe.com



5. Equity Considerations



5. Equity Considerations ● Plan development using 
inclusive and representative 
processes. 

● Underserved communities are 
identified through data and 
other analyses in collaboration 
with appropriate partners. 

● Analysis includes both 
population characteristics and 
initial equity impact 
assessments of the proposed 
projects and strategies.stock.adobe.com



Safe Road Users

Walk Bike Drive Transit Other



Equity

Opportunities to Simultaneously Address Safety, 
Equity, and Climate

Safety is and will always be the Department’s top 
priority. Roadway safety is also a foundational 
pre-requisite to our success in addressing two other 
major priorities: equity and climate.

“Traffic crashes are a leading cause of death for 
teenagers in America, and disproportionately impact 
people who are Black, American Indian, and live in 
rural communities. We face a crisis on our 
roadways; it is both unacceptable and solvable.”

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/2022-02/USDOT-National-Roadway-Safety-Strategy.pdf



6. Policy and Process 
Changes



6. Policy and Process Changes

● Assessment of current policies, 
plans, guidelines, and/or 
standards (e.g., manuals) to 
identify opportunities to improve 
how processes prioritize 
transportation safety. 

● The Action Plan discusses 
implementation through the 
adoption of revised or new 
policies, guidelines, and/or 
standards, as appropriate.

stock.adobe.com



Vision Zero Safe Systems Approach as a Guiding Principle



The New Paradigm

Safe, inclusive, streets & roads are designed and operated to:

● Prevent serious and fatal crashes
● Keeping impacts on the human 

body at tolerable levels



https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures



7. Strategy and Project 
Selections



Safety is Proactive

Identify risks Mitigate risks



Safe Vehicles

Source: Angie Schmitt



Humans are Fragile 



Safer Roads



Post Crash Care

● First Responders
● Medical Care
● Crash Investigation

But it doesn’t end there…

Post Crash Care extends to actions after traffic incident management returns a 
crash scene to normal conditions, there’s also

● Media
● Engineering
● Justice

Source: Ron Moore

Source: Gorodenkoff via USDOT/Adobe Stock



Think of “Safe Roads” as a continuum – not an absolute

The aim is to design and operate roads to continuously move toward creating a 
Safe System by implementing features appropriate for the intended and actual 
road use and speed environment

● Reduce the likelihood of error
● Reduce the consequences of error

Source: FHWA



8. Progress and 
Transparency



8. Progress & transparency methods

● Methods to measure progress over time after an 
Action Plan is developed or updated, including 
outcome data. 

● A means to ensure ongoing transparency is 
established with residents and other relevant 
stakeholders. 

● The approach must include, at a minimum, annual 
public and accessible reporting on progress toward 
reducing roadway fatalities and serious injuries and 
public posting of the Action Plan online. 



We have a national roadway safety problem



Action Plans that Do Not Satisfy SS4A NOFO Requirements

The following Action Plans do not satisfy the SS4A NOFO requirements to apply for an Implementation Grant or a 
Planning and Demonstration Grant that includes only supplemental planning and/or demonstration projects:

● Plans that are not primarily focused on road safety.
● Plans that do not meet the requirements in the Self-Certification Eligibility Worksheet.
● Plans that do not identify road safety problems and identify a list of projects and strategies to address those 

problems.
● State-level plans (e.g., a Strategic Highway Safety Plan required in 23 U.S.C. § 148, State Highway Safety 

Plans required in 23 U.S.C. § 402, or Commercial Vehicle Safety Plans required in 49 U.S.C. § 31102).
● Public Transportation Agency Safety Plans required in 49 U.S.C. § 5329.

○ Note: A transit agency may apply for a Planning and Demonstration Grant, or partner with communities 
within its service area to implement projects that improve safety and access to transit.

● Plans that are not complete at the time of application.
● Plans that were completed or last updated prior to 2018.

https://www.transportation.gov/grants/ss4a/self-certification-worksheet


8. Progress & Transparency



Safe Streets for Texans

info@VisionZeroTexas.org

Jay Blazek Crossley jay@FarmAndCity.org

David Fouts david@FarmAndCity.org

mailto:Info@VisionZeroTexas.org


































GRAYSON COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO)  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)  

AGENDA ITEM V 

ACTION ITEM 

August 9, 2023 

Review an Amendment to the 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and Recommend 

Approval of a Resolution Adopting the Amendment to the 2045 MTP to the Policy Board 

 

STAFF CONTACT:  Clay Barnett, P.E., 903.328.2090, cbarnett@huitt-zollars.com 

BACKGROUND: 

 

The amendment to the 2045 MTP was released for public comment in accordance with our 

Public Participation Plan on August 7, 2023.  There will be a public hearing held on August 22, 

2023 at 5:00 pm. The public comment period will end on September 1, 2023. This is the second 

amendment to the 2045 MTP and it supersedes the tables included in the original document, and 

Amendment 1. 

 

Revisions in the amendment include: 

1) Replacement of Pages 78-80 to include the total project cost as requested by FHWA; and 

2) Changing the funding amounts and letting year of CSJ 0047-13-033 (US 75 from FM 902 

to the Collin County Line) and CSJ 0047-18-088 (US 75 from US 82 to SH 91). 

 

The 2045 MTP is set to expire on December 4, 2019.  The 2050 MTP is currently scheduled to 

be approved at the August 7, 2024 Policy Board Meeting with an effective date of October 1, 

2024. It will provide the opportunity to include an additional five (5) years of projects into the 

MTP. 

 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

 

Recommend Approval of a Resolution Adopting the Amendment to the 2045 MTP to the Policy 

Board 

 

ATTACHMENTS: click underlined items for attachment 

 

 Resolution 2023-05 



RESOLUTION NO. 2023-05 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE POLICY BOARD OF THE GRAYSON COUNTY 

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION, ADOPTING AN AMENDMENT 

TO THE 2045 METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

 

WHEREAS, 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Subpart C – Metropolitan Transportation Planning and 

Programming requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to develop a Metropolitan 

Transportation Plan (MTP) that meets the requirements of 23 CFR part 450.322 related to the development 

and content of the MTP; and 

 

WHEREAS, 43 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) Section 16.53 requires that the MTP be based on the 

funding assumptions and forecasts set forth in TAC §16.151 and §16.152 as well as reasonably expected local 

funding options and contingent state, federal, and local funding sources in accordance with federal regulations; 

and 

 

WHEREAS, federal, state, regional, and local agencies and organizations concerned with transportation 

planning in the MPO boundary have cooperatively developed the MTP to satisfy all federal planning 

requirements; and 

 

WHEREAS, a draft copy of the MTP was made available to the public for review and comment for at least 

21 days in accordance with the MPO’s Public Participation Plan. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE POLICY BOARD OF THE GRAYSON COUNTY 

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION: 

 

PART 1: That the Amendment to the 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan is hereby adopted in 

accordance with Exhibit “A” attached hereto and incorporated herein.  

 

PART 2: That this Resolution shall take effect on October 4, 2023. 

 

ADOPTED in Regular Session on this the 4th day of October, 2023. 

 

GRAYSON COUNTY MPO 

 

 

BY: __________________________________________ 

DAVID PLYLER, CHAIRMAN 

 

I hereby certify that this resolution was adopted by the Policy Board of the Grayson County Metropolitan Planning 

Organization in regular session on October 4, 2023. 

 

 

BY: ___________________________________________ 

CLAY BARNETT, P.E., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 



RESOLUTION NO. 2023-05 

EXHIBIT “A”  

 

 



Replacement Tables 7-9: GCMPO MTP Projects

FISCAL 

YEAR

MPO 

PROJECT NO CSJ# CITY FACILITY FROM TO DESCRIPTION

TOTAL PROJECT 

COST (M YOE)

2020 US75-GAP2 0047-02-150 SHERMAN US 75 SH 91 0.651 MI S OF CENTER STREET RECONSTRUCT AND WIDENING FROM 4-LN TO 6-LN $86.7

2020 US75-GAP1 0047-03-087 SHERMAN US 75 0.651 MI S OF CENTER STREET FM 1417 RECONSTRUCT AND WIDENING FROM 4-LN TO 6-LN $83.3

2020 US75-US82 0047-18-083 SHERMAN US 75 AT US 82 WIDEN FRONTAGE ROADS FROM 2-LN TO 3-LN AND RECONFIGURE RAMPS $27.0

2021 SD2019-2 0901-19-187 GUNTER FS 121 FM 121 GRAYSON COUNTY LINE CONSTRUCT NEW 2-LANE HIGHWAY $9.4

2023 GC2025-01 0047-18-089 DENISON US 75 NORTH LOY LAKE ROAD US 82 WIDEN FROM 4 LANE TO 6 LANE $134.8

2024 SD2024-01 0047-13-033 VAN ALSTYNE US 75 FM 902

COLLIN COUNTY LINE (MPO 

BOUNDARY) WIDEN FROM 4 LANE TO 6 LANE $100.7

2024 GC2024-02 0047-18-088 SHERMAN US 75 US 82 SH 91 WIDEN FROM 4 LANE TO 6 LANE $112.1

2026 GC2026-01 0047-03-091 SHERMAN US 75 FM 902 FM 1417 WIDEN FROM 4 LANE TO 6 LANE $73.4

UTP GC2027-01 0045-18-041 WHITESBORO US 82 US 377 SHAWNEE TRAIL CONSTRUCT FRONTAGE ROAD AND REVERSE RAMPS $2.8

UTP GC2027-02 0901-19-202 HOWE FM 902 US 75 (NEW LOCATION FM 902) BENNETT ROAD CONSTRUCT 2 LANE SEGMENT OF FM 902 BYPASS $5.6

UTP GC2027-03 0901-19-203 TOM BEAN FM 902 FM 902 AND JOE BOB LANE SH 11 (NEW LOCATION FM 902) CONSTRUCT 2 LANE SEGMENT OF FM 902 BYPASS AROUND TOM BEAN $2.3

MTP GC2032-01 SHERMAN FM 1417 SH 56 TRAVIS/OB GRONER RECONSTRUCT AND WIDENING FROM 2 LANE TO 4 LANE $28.4

MTP GC2033-01 VAN ALSTYNE FM 3133 US 75 CHAPMAN ROAD CONSTRUCT 2 LANE SEGMENT OF FM 3133 BYPASS ALONG COUNTY LINE ROAD $9.2

MTP GC2034-01 DENISON FM 691 SH 91 THEREA DRIVE RECONSTRUCT AND WIDEN FROM 2 LANE TO 4 LANE $5.2

MTP GC2034-02 DENISON FM 131 FM 691 SEYMORE BRADLEY RECONSTRUCT AND WIDEN FROM 2 LANE TO 4 LANE $5.7

MTP GC2035-01 POTTSBORO SH 289 SPUR 316 FM 120 RECONSTRUCT AND WIDEN FROM 2 LANE TO 4 LANE $4.0

MTP GC2036-01 GUNTER FM 121 SH 289 BLOCK ROAD CONSTRUCT 2 LANE SEGMENT OF FM 121 BYPASS $4.1

MTP GC2037-01 DENISON US 75 FM 120 LOY LAKE ROAD RECONSTRUCT AND WIDEN FROM 4 LANE TO 6 LANE $56.2

MTP GC 2037-02 SHERMAN FM 1417 TRAVIS/OB GRONER US 75 RECONSTRUCT AND WIDEN FROM 2 LANE TO 4 LANE $27.3

MTP GC2038-01 DENISON SPUR 503 US 75 SH 91 RECONSTRUCT AND WIDEN FROM 4 LANE TO 6 LANE; REMOVE SERVICE ROADS $15.4

MTP GC2039-01 SHERMAN US 82 SH 289 FM 1417 CONSTRUCT FRONTAGE ROAD AND REVERSE RAMPS $22.0

MTP GC2040-01 DENISON SPUR 503 ACHESON SH 91 RECONSTRUCT AND WIDEN FROM 4 LANE TO 6 LANE; REMOVE SERVICE ROADS $20.6

MTP GC2040-02 POTTSBORO SH 289 FM 406 SPUR 316 RECONSTRUCT AND WIDEN FROM 2 LANE TO 4 LANE $13.4

MTP GC2041-01 WHITESBORO US 82 US 377 SH 56 CONSTRUCT FRONTAGE ROAD AND REVERSE RAMPS $5.0

MTP GC2042-01 SHERMAN SH 56 FRIENDSHIP CASE RECONSTRUCT AND WIDEN FROM 2 LANE TO 4 LANE $1.8

MTP GC2043-01 VAN ALSTYNE FM 121 HACKBERRY RD US 75 CONSTRUCT 2 LANE SEGMENT OF FM 121 BYPASS $5.0

MTP GC2043-02 TOM BEAN FM 2729 SH 11

FM 2729 (NEW LOCATION FM 

2729) CONSTRUCT 2 LANE SEGMENT OF FM 2729 BYPASS $1.7

MTP GC2044-01 GUNTER FM 121

FM 121 (NEW LOCATION FM 

121) SH 289 CONSTRUCT 2 LANE SEGMENT OF FM 121 BYPASS $7.0

MTP GC2045-01 COLLINSVILLE FM 902 JORDON CREEK BATEY RD CONSTRUCT 2 LANE SEGMENT OF FM 902 BYPASS $8.3

MTP GC2045-02 TIOGA FM 121 FM 922 KARDUM LN CONSTRUCT 2 LANE SEGMENT OF FM 121 BYPASS $10.0

MTP GCRMA01 DENISON GCT PRESTON ROAD US 75 CONSTRUCT 2 LANE SEGMENT OF GRAYSON COUNTY TOLLROAD $13.1

MTP GCRMA02 DENISON GCT SH 289 PRESTON ROAD CONSTRUCT 2 LANE SEGMENT OF GRAYSON COUNTY TOLLROAD $10.0

MTP GCRMA03 SHERMAN GCT SH 289 US 82 CONSTRUCT 2 LANE SEGMENT OF GRAYSON COUNTY TOLLROAD $52.3

MTP GCRMA04 SOUTHMAYD GCT US 82 FM 902 CONSTRUCT 2 LANE SEGMENT OF GRAYSON COUNTY TOLLROAD $38.1

MTP GCRMA05 GUNTER GCT FM 902 FM 121 CONSTRUCT 2 LANE SEGMENT OF GRAYSON COUNTY TOLLROAD $15.9

GCMPO 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan Replacement Pages 78-80



GRAYSON COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO)  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)  

AGENDA ITEM VI 

ACTION ITEM 

August 9, 2023 

Review an Amendment to the 2023-2026 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 

Recommend Approval of a Resolution Adopting the Amendment to the 2023-2026 TIP to the 

Policy Board 

 

STAFF CONTACT:  Clay Barnett, P.E., 903.328.2090, cbarnett@huitt-zollars.com 

BACKGROUND: 

 

The amendment to the 2023-2026 TIP was released for public comment in accordance with our 

Public Participation Plan on August 7, 2023. There will be a public hearing held on August 22, 

2023 at 5:00 pm. The public comment period will end on September 1, 2023. This is the fourth 

amendment to the 2023-2026 TIP and it supersedes the Funded Highway Projects included in the 

original document and Amendments 1-3. 

 

Revisions in the amendment include: 

1) Changing the letting year of CSJ 0047-18-033 from FY 2025 to FY 2024 and adjusting the 

funding allocations for the project; and 

2) Adding CSJ 0047-18-088 to FY 2024. 

 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

 

Recommend Approval of a Resolution Adopting the Amendment to the 2023-2026 TIP to the Policy 

Board 

 

ATTACHMENTS: click underlined items for attachment 

 

 Resolution 2023-06 



RESOLUTION NO. 2023-06 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE POLICY BOARD OF THE GRAYSON COUNTY 

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION, AMENDING THE 2023-2026 

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

 

WHEREAS, 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Subpart C – Metropolitan Transportation Planning and 

Programming requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to develop a Transportation 

Improvement Program (TIP) that meets the requirements of 23 CFR part 450.324 related to the development 

and content of the TIP; and 

 

WHEREAS, 43 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) Section 16.101 requires that the TIP be designed such 

that once implemented, it makes progress toward achieving the required federal performance targets and that 

the list of projects contained in the TIP must be prioritized by project within each funding category as 

described in 43 TAC 16.105(b); and 

 

WHEREAS, federal, state, regional, and local agencies and organizations concerned with transportation 

planning within the MPO planning boundary have cooperatively developed the TIP to satisfy all federal 

planning requirements; and 

 

WHEREAS, the amendments to the 2023-2026 TIP were made available to the public for review and 

comment prior to and ten (10) calendar days after the public meeting held on September 11, 2023 in 

accordance with the MPO’s Public Participation Plan (PPP). 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE POLICY BOARD OF THE GRAYSON COUNTY 

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION, that the amendments to the 2023-2026 

Transportation Improvement Program are hereby adopted in accordance with Exhibit “A” attached hereto and 

incorporated herein.  

 

ADOPTED in Regular Session on this the 4th day of October, 2023. 

 

GRAYSON COUNTY MPO 

 

 

BY: __________________________________________ 

DAVID PLYLER, CHAIRMAN 

 

I hereby certify that this resolution was adopted by the Policy Board of the Grayson County Metropolitan Planning 

Organization in regular session on October 4, 2023. 

 

 

BY: ___________________________________________ 

CLAY BARNETT, P.E., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

 

 



 

RESOLUTION NO. 2023-06 

EXHIBIT “A” 
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II. FUNDED HIGHWAY PROJECTS 
 

A. Fiscal Year 2023 Projects 
 

 

DISTRICT MPO COUNTY CSJ HWY PHASE CITY YOE COST

PARIS GRAYSON 0047-18-089 US 75 C DENISON 118,238,400$ 

PROJECT

HISTORY:

3,479,000$     CATEGORY FEDERAL STATE REGIONAL LOCAL LC TOTAL

-$                    COST OF 1 22,206,720$   5,551,680$   -$              -$             -$                     27,758,400$   

118,238,400$ APPROVED 2U 55,120,000$   13,780,000$ -$              -$             -$                     68,900,000$   

5,233,968$     PHASES 3LC -$                    -$                  -$              -$             2,000,000$      2,000,000$     

2,618,031$     118,238,400$ 4U 8,080,000$     2,020,000$   -$              -$             -$                     10,100,000$   

2,581,379$     12 7,584,000$     1,896,000$   -$              -$             -$                     9,480,000$     

-$                    TOTAL 92,990,720$   23,247,680$ -$              -$             2,000,000$      118,238,400$ 

2,618,031$     

134,768,809$ 

DESCR:

NORTH LOY LAKE ROAD PROJECT SPONSOR: GRAYSON COUNTY MPO

REVISION DATE: 05/2023

WIDEN FROM 4 LANE TO 6 LANE MPO PROJECT NUM: GC2025-01

REMARKS P7:

PHASE:  C = CONSTRUCTION, E = ENGINEERING, R = ROW, T = TRANSFER 

TOTAL PROJECT COST INFORMATION AUTHORZIED FUNDING BY CATEGORY/SHARE

PRELIM ENG:

GRAYSON COUNTY

POT CHG ORD:

US 82

2023

GRAYSON COUNTY MPO - HIGHWAY PROJECTS

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

FUNDING CAT(S): 2,3LC,4U,12

ROW PURCH:

TOTAL COST:

CONTING:

CONST ENG:

CONST COST:

INDIRECT:

BOND FIN:

LIMITS FROM:

LIMITS TO:

PROJECT
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B. Fiscal Year 2024 Projects 
 

 
  

DISTRICT MPO COUNTY CSJ HWY PHASE CITY YOE COST

PARIS GRAYSON 0047-13-033 US 75 C VAN ALSTYNE 88,643,631$   

PROJECT

HISTORY:

2,429,910$     CATEGORY FEDERAL STATE REGIONAL LOCAL LC TOTAL

-$                    COST OF 3LC -$                    -$                  -$              -$             4,710,000$      4,710,000$     

88,643,631$   APPROVED 12 67,146,905$   16,786,726$ -$              -$             -$                     83,933,631$   

3,098,135$     PHASES TOTAL 67,146,905$   16,786,726$ -$              -$             4,710,000$      88,643,631$   

991,800$        88,643,631$   

1,581,777$     

-$                    

3,962,241$     

100,707,494$ 

PARIS GRAYSON 0047-18-088 US 75 C SHERMAN 98,663,661$   

PROJECT

HISTORY:

2,704,580$     CATEGORY FEDERAL STATE REGIONAL LOCAL LC TOTAL

-$                    COST OF 2U 49,394,161$   12,348,540$ -$              -$             -$                     61,742,701$   

98,663,661$   APPROVED 4 28,439,854$   7,109,963$   -$              -$             -$                     35,549,817$   

3,448,340$     PHASES 11 1,096,914$     274,229$      -$              -$             -$                     1,371,143$     

1,103,910$     98,663,661$   TOTAL 78,930,929$   19,732,732$ -$              -$             -$                     98,663,661$   

1,760,577$     

-$                    

4,410,122$     

112,091,190$ 

PROJECT WIDEN FROM 4 LANE TO 6 LANE MPO PROJECT NUM: SD2024-01

DESCR: FUNDING CAT(S): 3LC,12

CONTING:

PHASE:  C = CONSTRUCTION, E = ENGINEERING, R = ROW, T = TRANSFER 

INDIRECT:

BOND FIN:

POT CHG ORD:

TOTAL COST:

PRELIM ENG:

REMARKS P7:

ROW PURCH:

CONST COST:

CONST ENG:

LIMITS TO: COLLIN COUNTY LINE (MPO BOUNDARY) REVISION DATE: 11/2023

LIMITS FROM: FM 902 PROJECT SPONSOR: GRAYSON COUNTY MPO

GRAYSON COUNTY

TOTAL PROJECT COST INFORMATION AUTHORZIED FUNDING BY CATEGORY/SHARE

MPO PROJECT NUM: GC2024-02

DESCR: FUNDING CAT(S): 2U,4,11

FY 2024

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

GRAYSON COUNTY MPO - HIGHWAY PROJECTS

GRAYSON COUNTY

LIMITS FROM: US 82 PROJECT SPONSOR: GRAYSON COUNTY MPO

LIMITS TO: SH 91 REVISION DATE: 11/2023

PROJECT WIDEN FROM 4 LANE TO 6 LANE

CONTING:

INDIRECT:

BOND FIN:

POT CHG ORD:

TOTAL COST:

REMARKS P7:

TOTAL PROJECT COST INFORMATION AUTHORZIED FUNDING BY CATEGORY/SHARE

PRELIM ENG:

ROW PURCH:

CONST COST:

CONST ENG:
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C. Fiscal Year 2025 Projects 
 

 
  

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

GRAYSON COUNTY MPO - HIGHWAY PROJECTS

NO PROJECTS AT THIS TIME

FY 2025
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D. Fiscal Year 2026 Projects 
 

 
 

 

   

DISTRICT MPO COUNTY CSJ HWY PHASE CITY YOE COST

PARIS GRAYSON 0047-03-091 US 75 C SHERMAN 59,102,400$ 

PROJECT

HISTORY:

2,747,338$     CATEGORY FEDERAL STATE REGIONAL LOCAL LC TOTAL

-$                    COST OF 2 13,280,000$ 3,320,000$   -$              -$             -$                     16,600,000$ 

59,102,400$   APPROVED 3LC -$                  -$                  -$              -$             13,000,000$    13,000,000$ 

3,296,806$     PHASES 12 23,601,920$ 5,900,480$   -$              -$             -$                     29,502,400$ 

3,298,125$     59,102,400$ TOTAL 36,881,920$ 9,220,480$   -$              -$             13,000,000$    59,102,400$ 

1,625,976$     

-$                    

3,298,125$     

73,368,770$   

GRAYSON COUNTY MPO - HIGHWAY PROJECTS

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

LIMITS FROM: FM 902 PROJECT SPONSOR: GRAYSON COUNTY MPO

GRAYSON COUNTY

FY 2026

REMARKS P7:

TOTAL PROJECT COST INFORMATION AUTHORZIED FUNDING BY CATEGORY/SHARE

LIMITS TO: FM 1417 REVISION DATE: 05/2023

PROJECT WIDEN FROM 4 LANE TO 6 LANE MPO PROJECT NUM: GC2026-01

DESCR: FUNDING CAT(S): 2,3LC,12

INDIRECT:

BOND FIN:

POT CHG ORD:

TOTAL COST:

PHASE:  C = CONSTRUCTION, E = ENGINEERING, R = ROW, T = TRANSFER 

PRELIM ENG:

ROW PURCH:

CONST COST:

CONST ENG:

CONTING:
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IV. FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
A. Highway Financial Summary 
 

 

From To
1 - Preventative 

Maintenance

2U - Urban 

Mobility

3LC - Local 

Contribution

4 -  Congestion, 

Connectivity, 

Corridor Projects

Prop 7 (4 3C)

11 - District 

Discretionary

12 - 

Commission 

Discretionary

2023

0047-18-089 GC2025-01 US 75

NORTH LOY 

LAKE ROAD US 82 WIDEN FROM 4 TO 6 LANE $27,758,400 $68,900,000 $2,000,000 $10,100,000 $9,480,000 $118,238,400

2023 Total $118,238,400

2024

0047-13-033 SD2024-01 US 75 FM 902

COLLIN COUNTY 

LINE (MPO 

BOUNDARY) WIDEN FROM 4 TO 6 LANE $4,710,000 $83,933,631 $88,643,631

0047-18-088 GC2024-02 US 75 US 82 SH 91 WIDEN FROM 4 TO 6 LANE $61,742,701 $35,549,817 $1,371,143 $98,663,661

2024 Total $187,307,292

2025

2025 Total $0

2026

0047-03-091 GC2026-01 US 75 FM 902 FM 1417 WIDEN FROM 4 TO 6 LANE $16,600,000 $13,000,000 $29,502,400 $59,102,400

2026 Total $59,102,400

Total $27,758,400 $147,242,701 $19,710,000 $45,649,817 $1,371,143 $122,916,031 $364,648,092

Description Total

No projects at this time

Fiscal 

Year
CSJ Project # Facility

Limits
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Funding 

Category
Description Programmed Authorized Programmed Authorized Programmed Authorized Programmed Authorized Programmed Authorized

1
Preventi ve Mai ntenance          

and  Reha bi l i ta ti on
$27,758,400 $27,758,400 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $27,758,400 $27,758,400

2M or 2U
Urban Area  (Non- TMA)                

Corri dor Projects
$68,900,000 $68,900,000 $61,742,701 $61,742,701 $0 $0 $16,600,000 $16,600,000 $147,242,701 $147,242,701

3
Non-Traditiona l l y Funded 

Transportation Project
$2,000,000 $2,000,000 $4,710,000 $4,710,000 $0 $0 $13,000,000 $13,000,000 $19,710,000 $19,710,000

3DB Desi gn Bui l d (DB) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

4
Urban and Regiona l  

Connecti vity
$10,100,000 $10,100,000 $35,549,817 $35,549,817 $0 $0 $0 $0 $45,649,817 $45,649,817

5 CMAQ $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

6 Structures  - Bridge $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

7 Metro Mobi l i ty & Reha b                            $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

8 Sa fety $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

9 TAP Set-As i de Program $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

10
Supplemental  

Transportation 
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

10 CBI Corri dor Border $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

11 Distri ct  Di scretiona ry $0 $0 $1,371,143 $1,371,143 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,371,143 $1,371,143

11 Energy Sector $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

12 Texa s  Cl ea r La nes $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

12 Strategic Priority $9,480,000 $9,480,000 $83,933,631 $83,933,631 $0 $0 $29,502,400 $29,502,400 $122,916,031 $122,916,031

SW PE Statewi de Budget PE $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

SW ROW Statewi de Budget ROW $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total $118,238,400 $118,238,400 $187,307,292 $187,307,292 $0 $0 $59,102,400 $59,102,400 $364,648,092 $364,648,092

FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 Total FY 23-26

$92,990,720 $146,077,834 $0 $36,881,920 $275,950,474

$23,247,680 $36,519,458 $0 $9,220,480 $68,987,618

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$2,000,000 $4,710,000 $0 $13,000,000 $19,710,000

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0

CAT 3 - Vehicle Registration Fees - VTR $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

CAT 3 - RTR $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

CAT 3 - PTF $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

CAT 3 - TDC $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$118,238,400 $187,307,292 $0 $59,102,400 $364,648,092

AnnotationsAnnotationsAnnotationsAnnotations

1.1.1.1.  *Local Match should be a percent of participation on a specific category of funding except non-traditional funding. 

2. 2. 2. 2.   The TIP financial summary should be a total of all projects currently within your TIP, excluding grouped projects.excluding grouped projects.excluding grouped projects.excluding grouped projects.

3.3.3.3.  You can add / delete funding source rows 33-43 as needed.

4.4.4.4. All non-traditional programmed amount should equal all non-traditional (CAT 3) funding source amounts

Funding Participation Source

Statewide Budget ROW

Source

Local Match

Total

CAT 3 - DB

CAT 3 - Prop 14 Bonds

Statewide Budget PE

CAT 3 - Texas Mobil ity Fund

Federal

State 

CAT 3 - Local Contributions (LC)

Grayson County MPO

Initial  FY 2023 - 2026 Transportation Improvement Program  

FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 Total FY 2023 - 2026

Funding by Category                                                            



GRAYSON COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO)  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)  

AGENDA ITEM VII 

INFORMATION/PRESENTATION ITEM 

August 9, 2023 

PUBLIC HEARING: Presentation and Discussion of the 2023 Grayson County Thoroughfare 

Plan 

 

STAFF CONTACT:  Clay Barnett, P.E., 903.328.2090, cbarnett@huitt-zollars.com 

BACKGROUND: 

 

Mr. Clay Barnett, P.E., Executive Director of the Grayson County MPO, will lead a presentation 

and discussion on the Grayson County Thoroughfare Plan. The Grayson County Thoroughfare 

Plan identifies all future highways, tollways, principal arterials, major arterials and minor 

arterials within Grayson County. 

 

Comments will be received until 2:00 pm on August 18, 2023. The Grayson County 

Thoroughfare Plan will be placed before the GCMPO Policy Board at its Wednesday, October 4, 

2023 meeting for approval. 

 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

 

None 

 

ATTACHMENTS: click underlined items for attachment 

 

 DRAFT 2023 Grayson County Thoroughfare Plan 

 https://arcg.is/bfXa5 

 



GRAYSON COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO)  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)  

AGENDA ITEM VIII 

INFORMATION/PRESENTATION ITEM 

August 9, 2023 

Presentation and Discussion of the GCMPO 2023 Safety Planning Report 

 

STAFF CONTACT:  Clay Barnett, P.E., 903.328.2090, cbarnett@huitt-zollars.com 

BACKGROUND: 

 

Mr. Clay Barnett, P.E., Executive Director of the Grayson County MPO, will lead a presentation 

and discussion on the GCMPO 2023 Safety Planning Report. 

 

In an effort to eliminate all fatalities on Texas roads by 2050, Safety Planning Reports were 

developed for every MPO in Texas by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) in 

cooperation with TxDOT and each MPO. The GCMPO 2023 Safety Planning Report was the 

fourth largest document prepared by TTI out of all of the MPOs in Texas.  

 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

 

None 

 

ATTACHMENTS: click underlined items for attachment 

 

 GCMPO 2023 Safety Planning Report 
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Safety Planning Report Profiles 

Grayson County Metropolitan Planning Organization 
  
Data-Driven Plan of Action 
The following safety trends were determined from analysis of the 2023 Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) Crash Record Information System (CRIS) data set examining the data 
years 2018–2022. As shown in Figure 1, the Grayson County metropolitan planning 
organization (MPO) has the majority of fatal crashes occurring primarily along US 75, US 82, 
and SH 91 and around the merger of US 75 and SH 91. 
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Figure 1. Location of Fatal Crashes in Grayson County MPO Region from 2018 

to 2022 
Source: TTI Center for Transportation Safety 
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Figure 2 displays how overall crash counts are trending upward for the Grayson County MPO 
planning area. 

 

Figure 2. Grayson County MPO Overall Crash Trends over Five-Year Period 
Source: TTI Center for Transportation Safety 
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As depicted in Figure 3, fatal crash counts reflect an upward trend since 2018, rising from 
10 to 21 per year on a three-year rolling average. 

 

Figure 3. Grayson County MPO Fatality Crash Count — Five Years 
Source: TTI Center for Transportation Safety 
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The rolling three-year average for suspected serious injury crash counts has increased more 
gradually, as shown in Figure 4, from 76 to 82 per year. 

 

Figure 4. Grayson County MPO Suspected Serious Injury Crash Count — Five 
Years 

Source: TTI Center for Transportation Safety 
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Figure 5 depicts that, after one-motor-vehicle crashes (OMVs), angled crashes and left-turn 
crashes (more typical at intersections) are the region’s second and third highest average 
crash type, respectively, for fatal or suspected serious injury crashes. 
 

 
Figure 5. Grayson County MPO Fatal or Suspected Serious Injury Crash Type 

Counts — Five Years 
Source: TTI Center for Transportation Safety 
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Figure 6 shows how roadway lane departure crashes remain the largest emphasis area for 
potential crash causes in the region, followed by intersections. 
 

 
Figure 6. Grayson County MPO Top Five Regional Crash Emphasis Areas for 

Fatal or Suspected Serious Injury Incidents 
Source: TTI Center for Transportation Safety 

Figure 7 indicates that trends are moderate for fatal truck crashes.  
 

Figure 7. Grayson County MPO Fatal Crash Counts by Auto and Truck — Five 
Years 

Source: TTI Center for Transportation Safety 
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Figure 8 shows that the two highest contributing factors for fatal and suspected serious 
injury crashes are failure to control high speeds and driver inattention. 

 

Figure 8. Grayson County MPO Top Five Regional Contributing Factors for Fatal 
and Suspected Serious Injury Crashes 

Source: TTI Center for Transportation Safety 
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visualization elements. The Grayson County MPO indicated that TxDOT, the city and the 
county are not collecting and analyzing any separate safety data for their own use or 
whether they share the results with the Grayson County MPO. Information on hot spots 
generally comes from occasional calls from the County Sheriff’s Office indicating problem 
areas.  
 
The Grayson County MPO does not have a comprehensive safety plan but does develop hot 
spot maps and a multi-year crash analysis within the 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
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injury crashes. Figure 9 depicts these fatal crash locations between 2013 and 2017. The 
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intersect with safety crash hot spots to inform their project selection, planning and 
development.  

 

Figure 9. Hot Spot Map in Grayson County MPO MTP 
Source: Grayson County MPO 2045 MTP 
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Figure 10 from the project prioritization chapter of the 2045 MTP shows how the regional 
goal-based criteria weights approved by the MPO Policy Board connect to projects submitted 
to the MPO to inform project selection decisions. 

 

Figure 10. Decision Lens Raw Results 
Source: Grayson County MPO 2045 MTP 

Performance Measures 
The Grayson County MPO adopted TxDOT’s safety performance measures and targets for 
PM 1, which include the total number of traffic fatalities, total number of serious injuries, 
fatalities per 100 million vehicle miles traveled, and total number of non-motorized fatalities 
and serious injuries. Projects have been ranked in the MTP based on PM 1 measures using 
a 30.75 points out of 100 weighting and sub-criteria weights that assign the greatest weight 
to investments that reduce crash rates (46%) and crash counts (32.5%). The Grayson 
County MPO displays these criteria in its MTP, and this table is depicted in Figure 11. The 
Grayson County MPO also adds the local funding ratio to the project selection process, 
favoring projects with increased local contributions. 
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Figure 11. Performance Measures and Weighting 
Source: Grayson County MPO 2045 MTP 

Coordination and Outreach 
Most of the Grayson County MPO’s coordination and outreach is with TxDOT. When studies 
are being conducted or completed, the Grayson County MPO does receive occasional 
coordination and information request calls from member communities. 

For example, when the 2020 regional freight mobility plan was completed, towns located on 
US 377 and FM 922 contacted the MPO requesting information and voicing safety concerns 
for sand trucks from the Red River using these routes to ship sand into town. For the region, 
SH 160 ties into SH 121 near Blue Ridge and has safety implications. Any collision occurring 
is more likely to cause more severe crashes due to the difference in weight between the 
sand trucks and passenger vehicles. As shown in Figure 12, the regional freight mobility plan 
analyzed crashes using data from the TxDOT Bridge Division to document freight use in 
safety hot spots. 
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Figure 12. Freight Crash Analysis in Grayson County MPO 2020 Regional 
Freight Mobility Plan 

Source: Grayson County MPO 2020 Regional Freight Mobility Plan 

Much of the outreach on safety occurs during the development and update of the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and MTP. The only other safety-related 
documentation maintained by regional stakeholders is the thoroughfare plan and the 
railroad quiet zones maintained by Sherman and Denison. The Grayson County MPO is not a 
part of any coalition, partnership or similar groups for advance safety planning.  

Alignment with Other Plans and Efforts  
Safety-Related Documents and Materials  
The Grayson County MPO does not maintain a comprehensive safety action plan though it 
did have a consultant complete a safety and operations plan in 2022 using $120,000 in 
state planning and research funds. This plan’s focus is to analyze historic crash data in 
conjunction with Texas A&M Transportation Institute congestion data in order to consider 
potential investments in transportation systems management and operations (TSMO) (e.g., 
intelligent transportation systems, traffic management centers, safety service patrols, and 
dynamic message signs) around crash hot spots based on this data analysis. The result of 
this study is a list of prioritized corridors, as well as systemic and corridor-based TSMO 
improvements and funding opportunities. 
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In addition, the Grayson County MPO used Decision Lens to develop a process for project 
prioritization considering the best way to rank projects within Decision Lens. The result was 
an ArcGIS dashboard with resulting visualizations depicted in Figure 13.  
  

 
Figure 13. Decision Lens ArcGIS Dashboard for Project Prioritization 

Source: Grayson County MPO Regional Performance Measures Dashboard 

The Grayson County MPO uses spatial data, heat maps, time-based charts, graphs, and 
tables to communicate safety information. These are reflected in the MTP, TIP and various 
regional planning studies.  

Work Plan and Priorities 
The Grayson County MPO has a project-scoring process driven by PM 1, 2 and 3 as criteria 
with construction projects programmed in the TIP and included in the Unified Transportation 
Program (UTP) and MTP. This process is documented in the performance measures section 
of the Grayson County MPO profile. 
  
The primary safety projects include: 
 

• FY 2023 CSJ 0047-18-089, which is a lane widening of US 75 from four to six lanes; 
• FY 2025 CSJ 0047-13-033, which is a lane widening of US 75 from four to six lanes; 

and 
• FY 2026 CSJ 0047-03-091, which is a lane widening of US 75 from four to six lanes. 

 
Primary safety crash hot spots are centered on US 75, which, according to the Grayson 
County MPO, has interstate-level traffic volumes traversing the corridor traveling at speeds 
of 80 mph and greater on a roadway designed to handle arterial traffic traveling at 60 mph 
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with multiple geometric design and line-of-sight challenges. Safety improvements 
surrounding the update of design standards for US 75 are thus the main focus of the 
Grayson County MPO, which has capacity-enhancement project descriptions entailing 
widening from four to six lanes of traffic. 
  
In the most recent March 2023 TIP amendment, 28% of the weight for project selection 
criteria is dedicated to projects that reduce crash rates and crash counts, address societal 
cost savings, and have safety project classifications. This weight ensures that most major 
projects have significant safety influences. This criteria weighting also differs from the 
30.75% weight assigned in the most recent 2045 MTP, reflecting that weighting for safety 
projects does shift over time. 
  
Table 1 illustrates category funding balances over the life of the current 10-year 2023 UTP 
for Categories 2, 5 and 7 for the Grayson County MPO. 
 

Table 1. Grayson County MPO 2023 Funding Balances for Category 2, 5 and 7 
Source: 2023 UTP, TxDOT Category Analysis Report, and TxDOTCONNECT data 

Category 2  Category 5  Category 7  
$38,605,125  $0  $0  

 

Non-construction projects and initiatives include the safety and operations study that just 
completed in 2022. The Grayson County MPO advised that the study identified many 
regional safety issues, some of which the MPO was aware of and some that it was not. An 
example of safety issues the MPO was unaware of includes the high number of freight truck 
crashes along SH 160. Unfortunately, the safety and operations study did not have a 
granular corridor-based safety analysis that would yield a new direction in safety project 
priorities. The study did analyze intersections and identify possible investments in 
improvements. The Grayson County MPO had a traffic modeling analysis built into the safety 
and operations plan. Most of the outputs of the safety and operations plan will inform a 
future regional thoroughfare plan. Regional stakeholders are also seeking to identify 
$100,000 in local match in order to fund a $500,000 regional comprehensive safety plan. 

Prioritized Projects  
Table 2 summarizes priority safety projects that reflect funded regional safety needs. 
Funded projects were identified in the TIP and MTP based on interview notes. 
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Table 2. Grayson County MPO Funded Safety Project Listings 

Source: Grayson County MPO 2045 MTP, and Grayson County MPO FY 2023-2026 TIP 

CSJ/Project 
ID  

Roadway  Sponsor  Funding 
Categories  

Fiscal 
Year  

Safety 
Improvement  

Reference  
Document  

Funded  Amount  

0047-03-
087  

US 75 from 
1417 to SH 91  

MPO  Not listed  2020  US 75 from 
FM 1417 to 
SH 91 (called 
“The Gap”) and 
the US 75/US 
82 interchange  

MTP  Funded  $188,783,360  

0047-18-
089  

US 75 from 
North Loy 
Lake Road to 
US 82  

MPO  2, 3LC, 4U, 
12  

2023  Widen from 
4 lanes to 
6 lanes  

TIP  Funded  $118,238,400  

0047-13-
033  

US 75 from 
FM 902 to 
Collin County 
Line (MPO 
boundary)  

MPO  2, 3LC, 4U, 
11, 12  

2025  Widen from 
4 lanes to 
6 lanes  

TIP  Funded  $55,540,800  

0047-03-
091  

US 75 from 
FM 902 to FM 
1417  

MPO  2, 3LC, 12  2026  Widen from 
4 lanes to 
6 lanes  

TIP  Funded  $59,102,400  

  
Table 3. depicts project listings in the unmet needs table in the most recent Grayson County 
MPO MTP for unfunded projects with potential safety components per the interview notes. 
This is a sample of the unfunded project listings. 
 

Table 3. Grayson County MPO Sample of Unfunded Needs Projects 
Source: Grayson County MPO 2045 MTP 

Project 
ID  

Roadway  Sponsor  Funding 
Categories  

Fiscal 
Year  

Safety 
Improvement  

Reference  
Document  

Funded  Construction 
Cost  

Not 
listed  

US 75 at 
Farmington 
Road  

Not 
listed  

Not 
applicable  

Not 
listed  

Construct 
4-lane 
interchange  

MTP  Unfunded  $14,000,000  

Not 
listed  

US 75 at 
Hodgin Road  

Not 
listed  

Not 
applicable  

Not 
listed  

Construct 
6-lane 
interchange  

MTP  Unfunded  $10,000,000  

Not 
listed  

US 75 at Hall 
Cemetery/LB 
Kirby  

Not 
listed  

Not 
applicable  

Not 
listed  

Construct new 
interchange  

MTP  Unfunded  $11,900,000  
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Achievements and Next Steps 

Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
Safety is addressed in the Grayson County MPO’s 2045 MTP primarily through the safety 
and project selection sections of the report. These include Chapter 2, which documents 
crash costs, countywide crash rates in comparison to statewide crash rates over a 10-year 
period, and crash hot spots for fatal injuries, bicycles and pedestrians, and intersections. 
Chapter 4 documents prioritization processes that include safety and Decision Lens. 
Chapter 8 documents project listings and funding with associated safety criteria and 
Decision Lens results. 
  
Details on how safety is connected to the MPO’s visions, goals and objectives are provided 
under the data-driven plan of action section of the profile. Chapter 4 in the document details 
how objectives to identify and make investments in crash hot spots to reduce crash rates 
and crash counts are specifically connected to adopted PM 1 performance targets through 
the Decision Lens PM-DIS. Criteria weighting approved by the Policy Board is integrated into 
Decision Lens, which then ranks project listings using data-driven hot spot analyses from 
CRIS assigned to various regional corridors and control sections. The selection of projects 
then connects from the MTP to the TIP, with any resulting changes due to project 
development and delivery feeding back to MTP amendments.  
  

Next Steps  
The Grayson County MPO considers funding opportunities but advised that it is difficult to 
pursue these with limited staff from within the MPO, even in coordination with regional 
agencies. The Grayson County MPO is currently sourcing for a 20% local funding match for 
the $500,000 regional comprehensive safety plan. 
 
The Grayson County MPO has learned to engage and coordinate closely with TxDOT for 
additional resources and staff expertise in the realm of safety. TxDOT is providing assistance 
examining corridors and intersections with high crash rates to determine if they may qualify 
for Highway Safety Improvement Program funding. The Grayson County MPO advised that 
another lesson learned is that many local municipal and county agencies must be 
continually engaged to ensure they are aware of available data and findings from studies 
such as the safety and operations plan. Further, a lesson learned is that local informational 
inquiries often result in uncovering safety issues formerly undocumented, such as freight 
routes with heavier sand trucks and the severity of collisions on these routes. Public 
engagement and communication in this respect help overall planning and investment 
strategies, as well as identify funding for local match on regional comprehensive plans. 
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Appendix A. Interview Documentation 

Grayson County Metropolitan Planning Organization  
 
Interview Date:   March 7, 2023 
Media:     Microsoft Teams 
MPO Staff Present:   Clay Barnett 
TTI Interviewer:  Matthew Miller 
TPP Field Representative:  Mansour Shiraz 
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