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TAPS Public Transit is an Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) employer and welcomes all 
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sex, color, national origin, age, disability, veteran status, genetic data, or religion or other 
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Project Purpose 
The Texoma Area Paratransit System (TAPS) Long-Range Transit Plan (LRTP), initiated in 2020 
through a partnership between TAPS and the Grayson County Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (GCMPO), followed through on the recommendations of the transit market study 
completed in 2019.1  

Prior to this project, the Texoma Council of Governments (TCOG) conducted the 2019 Transit 
Market Study, which focused on identifying the degree of transit need and potential in the 
Texoma region (Grayson, Cooke, and Fannin counties). The conclusions reached in the 2019 
Transit Market Study set the stage for the LRTP by determining that there was sufficient 
evidence of transit need and potential in the region which warranted further study to determine 
initial recommendations for a TAPS-run fixed-route bus system.2 This LRTP effort conducted a 
detailed study to establish the feasibility of creating a fixed-route bus transit system in the 
Grayson County area and identified a potential service configuration for this type of transit 
system. 

Project Setting 
The study area for this project consists of the urbanized area of Sherman and Denison, Texas 
(Figure 1). According to the initial release of the 2020 Decennial Census, the Grayson County 
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) has a population of 135,543 persons.3 Based on a 
comparison of the American Community Survey (ACS) data to the 2010 decennial Census, the 
population of the MSA has grown approximately 12.1% in the intercensal period. The two cities 
continue to grow in importance in North Texas because of the development of the regional 
medical center, industrial development clusters around Sherman and Denison, retail centers 
along US 75 and US 82, and growth in the enrollment at the local colleges. Additionally, 
Grayson County, adjacent to the Dallas-Fort Worth MSA, continues to experience an influx of 
residential population on its southern edges because of the continued growth in the Dallas 
region. 

Meetings with the project stakeholders and other community leaders revealed that the area’s 
location between Dallas-Fort Worth and Oklahoma City positions it well to support the overall 
economic growth and development of the region. The study supports the general efforts of the 
region to provide services which support mobility, job growth and opportunity, and connectivity 
to the general population. 

Current Transit Services 
TAPS currently provides the only publicly available transit service in the Grayson County area. 
This service operates using a demand response, curb-to-curb format with 36 buses and vans 
serving Clay, Cooke, Fannin, Grayson, Montague, and Wise counties. As of 2020, TAPS has 
provided 40,300 annual trips to riders in the region.4 Because of its demand response, curb-to-
curb format, TAPS users must schedule their rides in advance. As the region continues to grow 
and demand for services by the regional population continues to increase, TAPS may not be  

 
1 2019 Transit Market Study, Completed on behalf of the Texoma Council of Governments, August 30, 2019. 
2 A peer review of the market study completed by Halff & Associates appears in Appendix C. 
3 Table P1: Race, Decennial Census 2010 and 2020, https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?q=MSA%20data&t=Population% 
20Total&g=310XX00US43300&y=2020&tid=DECENNIALPL2020.P1. 
4 National Transit Database (NTD) report for Texoma Area Paratransit Service for FY 2020, https://www.transit.dot.gov/ntd 
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Figure 1: Grayson County Urbanized Area (UZA), Grayson County 

 

Role of the Project Steering Committee 
The project Steering Committee (committee) guided the plan’s development. They met 
regularly to review the outcomes of analyses and provided a link to the community by setting 
expectations for the outcomes of the fixed-route recommendations. They maintained 
connections to GCMPO to monitor plan development and offered their knowledge of 
development activities (residential, commercial, industrial) occurring or proposed in the study 
area which could affect demand for a new fixed-route transit service. Chapters 2, 3, and 4 
provide further information about the committee, its activities, and input/feedback it provided 
during the study process. 

The committee’s primary functions included: 
• Defining success for the project by establishing high-level goals for the performance and 

operation of the new fixed-route system, 
• Providing the project team with local information and data files relevant to the 

development of system recommendations, 
• Reviewing project milestones and deliverables to provide feedback and help keep the 

plan development process on track, and 
• Using the outcomes of the public input process to supplement decision-making and 

guide development of plan recommendations to achieve the needs of the community. 
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Public Outreach 
A regional transit survey collected feedback from stakeholders and members of the community 
on their existing transportation habits, perspective on need for transit, and use of the available 
transit service. The survey effort also informed the development of the regional Coordinated 
Human Services Transportation Plan developed with TCOG in parallel to this feasibility study. 
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Route Development Methodology 
A primary aim of the LRTP is to create fixed-route concepts that would serve the Grayson 
County community. These routes would differ from existing service provided by TAPS, running 
on a predetermined alignment and with scheduled stops. A combination of data analysis, 
stakeholder feedback, and community input informed the initial route concepts. Through 
discussion with the committee and community leaders, refinement and consolidation of the 
route concepts took place to create a conceptual network of cohesive routes connecting 
community nodes and potential rider groups. 

Transit Need Index 
For fixed-route service to best serve the community, it is necessary to understand where the 
need for transit is likely to be strongest. Measuring transit demand geographically involves 
looking at several demographic indicators that demonstrate where transit service will be most 
needed and utilized. Identifying high areas of transit need helps design a system that increases 
mobility access to those who need it. 

Two demographic scores were calculated to generate a geographic understanding of the transit 
needs of the Grayson County urbanized area: Transit Dependent Population (TDP) and Target 
Transit Riders (TTR). These measurements show where in the community those who are more 
likely to utilize transit service are concentrated. Understanding the geography of transit need in 
the community is an important part of designing equitable and cost-effective fixed-route 
service, ensuring that those with the greatest need for services have access to reliable transit. 
The transit need analysis conducted at the block group level used 2017 ACS data, which 
provides detailed demographic information applicable to TDP calculations not available from the 
decennial Census. 

Transit  Dependent Population 
TDP quantifies the amount of people in a community most likely to depend on transit as their 
primary mode of transportation. TDP measures those whose mobility is most likely dependent 
on public transportation, including those younger than 16 and those who do not own a car. This 
analysis used a formula derived from the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) to identify 
the number of driving-age citizens with limited-to-no access to personal automobiles.  

• Household Drivers = (Population 18+) - (Persons living in group quarters) 
• Transit-Dependent Household Population = (Household Drivers) - (Vehicles 

available) 
• Transit Dependent Population = (Transit-Dependent Household Population) + 

(Population 17 or under) + (Non-institutionalized* population living in group quarters) 
*The 2017 ACS data on group quarters does not distinguish between institutionalized and noninstitutionalized. These 
figures were estimated using the group quarters data from the 2010 Census based on proportions per block group. 

Block groups in Denison and central Sherman showed the highest transit dependency given this 
evaluation methodology, with the greatest concentrations found near Austin College and 
surrounding neighborhoods. 
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Target  Transit  Riders 
TTR highlights additional transit demand not accounted for in the TDP index by incorporating 
other demographic groups that have a higher propensity to use transit. These groups include: 

• People aged 65 and older 
• People aged 17 and younger 
• People with disabilities 

• People living in poverty 
• Racial and ethnic minorities 
• People with limited English proficiency (LEP) 

Calculating TTR requires incorporating data about these groups at the block group level. Results 
represent the total number of target riders. Due to the nature of these characteristics, it is 
possible that some people belong to more than one category (e.g., someone older than 65 
years of age may also have a disability). This means that some may have been counted more 
than once in the TTR score, which provides consideration for those facing multiple mobility 
barriers. 

TTRs appear to be most concentrated in block groups in central Sherman along the east side of 
US 75 and near Austin College, and to the south and northwest of Denison. 

Transit  Need Index 
The TNI represents the combination of TDP and TTR as a percentage of the total population to 
identify areas of highest need relative to block group size, as shown in Figure 2. 

Figure 2: Sherman Denison UZA TNI Score 
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Transit Potential 
Route development also took into consideration where activity is concentrated within the 
growing Grayson County community. High population and job densities highlight areas that are 
likely to generate transit ridership due to concentrations of people and destinations they need 
or want to get to. These areas can also represent development and land use patterns that 
support fixed-route transit service. 

Figure 3 shows that the highest concentrations of population and employment occur in east 
Sherman, along with some block groups in central Denison. Except for the block group east of 
the North Texas Regional Airport, density decreases in block groups farther out from the cities. 
Lower-density areas such as these are often better served by more flexible service models such 
as the current demand response system, employer vanpools, or focused microtransit 
applications. 

Figure 3: Population and Employment Density  
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Route Concepts 
Draft route concepts were created utilizing the following data and information resources: 

• Existing transit service area 
• Key destinations and adjacent land uses (including grocery stores, municipal buildings, 

schools, shopping centers, places of worship, and hospitals) 
• Employment generators 
• Transit Need Index scores 
• Population and job density 

The project team mapped these datasets across the study area, resulting in the identification of 
over 20 initial route concepts with the aim of serving a combination of destinations, high density 
neighborhoods and apartment buildings, and block groups that had high TNI scores. Not all of 
these initial concepts were intended to be implemented; rather, this provided a range of 
potential opportunities for service from which a refined set of recommended routes would be 
identified. The initial route concepts were screened further to identify the combination of routes 
that would most directly address needs as determined by the TNI analysis.  

In the process of evaluation, the team looked at transportation system characteristics to make 
sure the network provided capacity to support transit implementation. The team focused their 
attention specifically on roadway width and geometry, corridor speed, sidewalk connectivity, 
access to crosswalks, and connectivity to other transportation facilities (bicycle paths, 
recreational paths, etc.). The concepts considered a range of potential transfer center locations 
around a central focal point in northeast Sherman, as well as the location of TAPS maintenance 
facilities, to ensure proposed routes would be connected to the infrastructure necessary to 
support future passenger transfers and vehicle storage and maintenance operations.  

Concept Review Process 
Grayson County MPO Review 
Upon the completion of the initial route concepts, the project team provided the concepts to 
GCMPO for review in the form of route profiles. These profiles contained information about each 
draft route, including its name, potential alignment, and general location, start and end points, 
route type, length in miles, estimated number of stops and stop spacing, estimated travel time, 
whether there were potential transfer opportunities, the transit potential of the area served, the 
TNI of the area served, and key destinations served. In addition, the project team provided 
GCMPO with an interactive online story map that contained the system of draft routes and 
points of interest, which allowed further review of the concepts. 

With these tools, GCMPO and the project team collaborated in an iterative draft route 
refinement process that entailed multiple rounds of review and modification until an ideal draft 
fixed-route system was reached.  

Steering Committee Review 
The project team first presented the draft route concepts to the Steering Committee at its third 
meeting on August 18, 2021. The team presented the committee with a map of the full draft 
system along with an individual map zoomed into each draft route that allowed for a 
comprehensive review of the alignments. The committee discussed each route individually and 
provided suggestions for updating, adding, or removing routes. 
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After the third committee meeting, the project team implemented updates to the route 
alignments based on the committee’s feedback. Additionally, prior to the fourth committee 
meeting, the project team drafted and presented a sixth fixed-route alignment to the committee 
members for feedback and adjustment. The project team presented the updated routes to the 
committee at its fourth meeting on December 1, 2021, where the committee confirmed all six of 
the route alignments as the final route recommendations for this phase of the fixed-route 
development effort. 

Transit Center Concept 
In addition to the potential route alignments, the project team assessed a transit center concept 
that would create a hub location for routes to interact, thereby facilitating passenger transfers 
between routes serving Sherman and Denison. In theory, this facility could be multi-purpose, 
providing areas for passengers, transit system employees, and potential spaces for 
complementary development.  

Because this phase of the fixed-route study did not fully define the final concept for the facility, 
its need would be determined during the final system design. Facility implementation could be 
part of a phased approach where initial build may consist only of those elements required to 
launch operations. However, in discussions with the committee and the GCMPO, their 
consensus is that as part of future facility development phases, the following elements should 
be considered: 

• Passenger information and comfort – the facility should provide passengers with 
systemwide service information. The facility’s covered area should be sufficiently sized to 
protect passengers from the elements as they wait for buses. 

• Multimodal connectivity – the facility should provide opportunity to connect to the 
regional bicycle and pedestrian networks and support bike-to-bus services. 

• Community development – the facility should be sufficiently sized to facilitate 
development (long-term) of complementary activities, including commercial retail, 
community services, etc. Models for such facilities exist in other transit systems, and the 
committee identified several across Texas as potential models for this system’s facility. 

• Potential for expansion – the facility should be sufficiently sited and sized to allow for its 
eventual expansion to support system development needs, as well as to achieve the other 
objectives identified above. Again, the committee identified several facilities in similarly 
sized communities in Texas which provide a potential model for phased development. 

Site Identification 
The initial objective for site identification was to place the hub in a central location between the 
two cities, near the intersection of US 82 and US 75. Input from the Steering Committee 
changed the focus of this location to seven potential sites located within ¾ of a mile of the 
intersection at North Loy Lake Road and East Taylor Street. Options for the potential transit 
center are discussed further in Chapter 4. The sites vary in size and location and each presents 
opportunities to support the committee’s identified objectives. The committee offered no 
expression of preferences for any of these sites, allowing for further refinement of the specific 
location and concept to occur during the next phase of system development. 
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Next Steps 
Identification of the final site and evaluation of its effects on service and the community would 
be the subject of a next-phase environmental evaluation completed in accordance with Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) standards. 
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Methodology 
The public engagement effort for the TAPS LRTP gathered input from members of the 
community that would inform recommendations for overall service improvements and future 
phases of implementation. Stakeholders and residents of Sherman, Denison, and surrounding 
areas participated in the engagement process, and their input supplemented the data-driven 
transit market analysis to create the recommendations included in the final plan.  

The GCMPO Public Participation Plan (PPP) guided the public engagement process. The PPP 
calls for early and continuous communication with the public in accordance with Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and FTA standards. Outreach efforts coordinated between 
GCMPO, TAPS, and TCOG included distribution of the survey as well as distribution of 
information on survey availability to existing transit riders and agencies representing population 
groups identified in the TNI as at-need for service. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the survey 
and GCMPO’s communications with individual agencies comprised much of the public 
engagement process. Any meetings or outreach conducted took place in a virtual or hybrid 
setting utilizing Microsoft Teams and Zoom. The project team used social media and the local 
print and television media as a key conduit for spreading awareness of the involvement 
opportunity presented by the survey. 

Due to the inability to directly meet with the public, the LRTP’s recommended route concepts 
lay the foundation for additional analysis and community input, including meetings and 
community review sessions. Such activities benefit the development process by confirming 
survey results, as well as providing recurring feedback opportunities necessary to guide 
development of the implementation plan. Subsequent phases of refinement to the LRTP’s 
recommendations should continue to engage and inform the community through public 
meetings and additional stakeholder outreach. 

Steering Committee  
GCMPO and the project team collaborated to assemble the committee from a group of local 
professionals that represent both the Sherman and Denison urban areas. The committee 
members, the entities they represent, and their roles at those entities are listed in Table 1 
below. 

Table 1: Steer ing Committee Members 
Committee 

Member Entity Represented Role 

Clay Barnett, PE GCMPO Director 

Jud Rex, AICP City of Denison City Manager (former) 

Tony Kaai, CEcD Denison Development Alliance President 

Terrence Steele City of Sherman Assistant City Manager 

Rob Rae, AICP City of Sherman Director of Development Services 

Josh Walker TAPS General Manager (former) 

Shellie White TAPS General Manager 

John Webb, AICP City of Denison Executive Director of Planning & 
Community Development (former) 
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The members of the committee met a total of four times throughout the duration of the plan 
development process, including shortly after project kickoff, at major project milestones, and 
near the end of the plan development process. Table 2 below provides a schedule of the four 
committee meetings as well as the topics discussed at each. 

Table 2: Steer ing Committee Meetings 

Meeting # Meeting Date Topics Discussed 

Meeting 1 October 29, 2020 

• Purpose of the Steering Committee 
• Project overview 
• Review of the 2019 market study 
• Project study area 
• Project visioning 
• Potential stakeholders 
• Areas of potential demand for consideration 
• Pending developments within the study area 
• Anticipated Steering Committee meeting schedule 

Meeting 2 April 8, 2021 

• Project status update 
• Points of interest review and feedback 
• Public survey review and feedback 
• Human Services Coordinated Transportation Plan 

(HSTP) 

Meeting 3 August 18, 2021 

• Project status update 
• Route analysis and concept development 
• Review of initial draft routes 
• Review of initial transfer center location 
• Community survey update 
• Coordination with the HSTP 

Meeting 4 December 1, 2021 
• Project status update 
• Approval of final route recommendations 
• Community survey results  

Results of Steering Committee Visioning 
In the first committee meeting, the project team asked committee members to participate in a 
visioning exercise with the following framing questions: 

• What does success look like for this project specifically? 
• When envisioning the future of the Texoma region, what does a successful fixed-route 

system look like and why is it effective? 

Through group discussion, the committee determined that a successful fixed-route system 
should have the following characteristics: 

• On-time service 
• Financially stable and sustainable 
• Actively attracts passengers 
• Integrates technology to enhance reliability and efficiency 



 

23 
 

Local Information & Data Provided by the 
Steering Committee 
Throughout the plan development process, the members of the committee provided the project 
team with various sources of local information and data to facilitate the fixed-route analysis and 
public engagement process. The committee provided information about major employers in the 
area, points of interest and important destinations, areas that generate demand for transit, 
some data on previous fixed-route service, pending developments in the study area that may 
impact service and route planning. 

Public Survey 
To understand more about transit use in the Texoma region, TAPS and TCOG, in partnership 
with GCMPO, administered a community survey. The purpose of this survey was to gather 
feedback from both current transit users and non-transit users, asking about their travel habits 
and what they would look for in transit. This feedback will help TAPS better understand how a 
fixed-route system may serve the region and what service changes may attract new ridership. 
To maximize engagement and coordinate planning processes, the survey effort for the TAPS 
LRTP was combined with that of the TCOG Human Services Coordinated Transportation Plan 
update. Survey findings helped evaluate TAPS’ service and inform initial route and service 
recommendations made in the plan. 

The public had access to the survey between August and October of 2021. Participants could 
respond using an online platform or on an abridged paper copy made available on TAPS 
vehicles and distributed by various entities in the region. To inform this plan and the fixed-route 
recommendations, responses were narrowed down to isolate those who reported living in the 
Grayson County UZA, which includes ZIP codes 75020, 75021, 75090, and 75092 (Table 3).  

Table 3: Number of Survey Participants by ZIP  Code 

ZIP Code of Residence Number of Respondents 
75020 34 

75021 6 

75090 28 

75092 51 

Total 119 
 

From residents of the Grayson County urbanized area, a total of 119 complete responses were 
received. As shown in Figure 4, approximately 89% of these responses were received 
electronically and 11% on paper, although for the purposes of this analysis, the results were 
examined together.  
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Figure 4: Method of Survey Collection 

 

Survey Promotion 
Promotional materials created for the survey consisted of graphics for use on agency websites 
and social media, as well as a printed flyer to post on TAPS vehicles. Facebook notices about 
survey availability appeared on the pages of TAPS, GCMPO, and TCOG. The flyer displayed a QR 
code and web link that riders could use to access the electronic survey. Examples of survey 
promotion are shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6. 

Figure 5: TAPS Facebook Post 
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Figure 6: Survey P romotional Graphic 

 

Survey Results 
Demographics 
The survey included optional demographic questions to provide insight into the population 
represented in the responses. Most participants who answered these questions were white, with 
over 73% of people identifying as such. Most were between the ages of 26 and 45, with 44% 
falling within this range. 40% were between 46 and 65, and 11% were over the age of 66, 
while just 4% were 25 or younger. Respondents represented a range of income brackets, with 
about 16% making less than $25,000 per year, 20% making between $25,000 and $50,000, 
38% making between $50,000 and $100,000, and 25% making more than $100,000 per year.  

Over 74% of participants reported being employed full or part time. 3% identified as students 
at either the K-12 or university level, 14% were retired, and 6% were unemployed. Self-
identified veterans comprised 5% of survey respondents, and about 13% of all participants 
reported having a disability. 

Only about 10% of the respondents living in the Grayson County area reported that they use 
transit service more than a few times per year. These participants said that they utilize TAPS 
demand response service and DART, as well as local transportation services for veterans and 
the elderly. One third of these respondents do not have regular access to a car, and another 
50% must share a car with others in their household. About 50% of these transit users 
reported having a disability, while only 15% identified as veterans. Over 90% of these 
respondents earn less than $50,000 per year. 50% are between 26-45 years old, and another 
33% are between 46-65 years old. 
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Transportation Habits 
Survey participants were asked 
a series of questions that aimed 
to understand their 
transportation choices. Nearly 
75% of respondents have their 
own car or share one or more 
cars within their household. 
When asked about how they 
usually get around, over 70% 
of respondents said that they 
drive alone. Other commonly 
reported modes included 
carpooling with family and 
walking, with fewer participants 
saying that they use public transit, bike, or ridesharing. 

Participants were asked where and when they most often need to travel. Trip purposes such as 
work, shopping destinations, medical appointments, and personal errands were the most 
common choices selected. Other types of trips such as those to visit family, friends, or places of 
worship were less common, but still represented in responses. Most participants said that on a 
typical day, they leave home between 6:00 and 9:00 AM and return home between 4:00 and 
7:00 PM. Some subsets of survey respondents indicated that they need to leave home as early 
as 2:00 AM or later in the afternoons and return home in the early hours of the morning. 
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The survey asked participants what ZIP codes they live in and travel to frequently. This 
question was used to identify common trip destinations that future transit service may target to 
attract more ridership. The ZIP codes most-visited by those living in Grayson County are shown 
in Figure 7 below.  

Figure 7: Frequent Destinations Reported by Grayson County UZA Residents 

 

A need for transit trips outside of the immediate Grayson County area was also apparent in the 
survey participants’ responses. Many indicated a need to travel to the Dallas area with many 
participants’ written comments indicating a desire for transit connections between Grayson 
County and DART service. The high concentration of trips within and between Sherman and 
Denison ZIP codes shows the importance of convenient travel options to destinations within the 
Texoma community as well. 
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Transit  Perspectives 
The survey asked respondents to share their perspective on several aspects of transit in the 
Texoma community, regardless of whether they currently use or need the service. Feedback 
shows that participants find transit in their community to be affordable and generally safe. 
However, many expressed the desire for expanded operating hours, shorter wait times, and 
reliability. Respondents also want it to be easier to access information about the transit options 
available to them. This points to an opportunity for TAPS to invest in community outreach and 
education initiatives in addition to planned service enhancements and coordination efforts with 
other transportation service providers and health/human services entities in the region. 

Figure 8 below shows Grayson County area transit riders’ responses to a series of statements 
evaluating various aspects of existing transit service. 

Figure 8: Transit Evaluation Responses from Riders Liv ing in the UZA 
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Many transit users tend to feel safe using transit in their community and find the existing 
service affordable. However, riders expressed that their transit options’ current span of service 
is not serving their needs, and nearly half feel that information about service is difficult to find. 
When asked what would cause them to use transit service more frequently, respondents ranked 
qualities like reliability, safety, and convenience the highest. Respondents also said they would 
like to be able to schedule their rides with less or no advance notice, indicating a preference for 
more spontaneous transit trips.  

When participants were asked how they access information about transit in their community, 
37% reported that they most often rely on agencies’ websites. 21% frequently rely on word of 
mouth, 15% rely on smartphone apps, and 10% rely on phone calls. Only 6% use paper 
materials such as pamphlets and brochures and no respondents answered that they use 
newspaper ads to learn about transit service. The remaining 6% gave other responses, most of 
which were that they don’t currently use local transit services. The breakdown of these 
responses is shown in Figure 9. 

Figure 9: Most Common Transit Information Sources 

 

Moving Forward 
Input from those who live and work in the Texoma region is essential to ensuring that future 
expansion of TAPS service fit the interests and goals of the community. This survey comprised a 
significant part of the public involvement process for the TAPS LRTP, although representatives 
of the community also had the opportunity to provide input on proposed fixed-route service as 
part of the Steering Committee. 

The findings discussed above will be used alongside the input of the Steering Committee and 
the technical analysis conducted by the project team as the recommended service 
enhancements included in this plan are further refined. As proposed fixed-route service moves 
toward implementation, a further in-depth public involvement process and equity analysis will 
be carried out in compliance with FTA Title VI requirements. 
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Initial Recommendations 
The initial set of recommendations presented to the committee included five circulator route 
concepts covering Sherman and Denison and a central transit center location somewhere in 
Sherman. The five route concepts included: 

• Yellowjacket route in Denison 
• Texoma route connecting Sherman and Denison 
• Heritage route in Sherman 
• Bearcat route in Sherman 
• Roo route in Sherman 

GCMPO and the project team developed these route concepts through an iterative process, 
starting with a sample of potential routes identified by the project team (as discussed in 
Chapter 2). This sample was then reduced to the route concepts identified above after passing 
through several additional refinements prior to presentation to the committee. 

In addition to the route concepts, the project team and GCMPO presented a potential location 
for the central transit center for the region on the southeast corner of the intersection of US 75 
and US 82. The committee provided feedback on this location, noting that it would not be a 
feasible property for the transit center. Following the committee’s third meeting, the list of 
suggested alternate sites for the transit center (as discussed in Chapter 2) will be assessed in 
more detail in future phases of this fixed-route system development effort. 

Final Recommendations 
As discussed in Chapter 2, the committee conducted a review of the initial route 
recommendations in its third meeting. By incorporating the committee’s feedback on the initial 
recommendations and adding a sixth route alignment to the mix to provide service 
opportunities in the Sherman Town Center and to Grayson College, the project team created 
the final route concept recommendations, which include the following: 

• Yellowjacket route West in Denison 
• Yellowjacket route East in Denison 
• Texoma route connecting Sherman and Denison 
• Viking route (with potential extension to Grayson College) in Sherman 
• Roo route in Sherman 
• Bearcat route in Sherman 

Figure 10 shows the conceptual alignment for all six routes, with details for each appearing in 
the appendix. Priorities for implementation expressed by the committee included a phased roll-
out of this system, with the map shown in Figure 7 representing a future system at full 
implementation. 

Future development and refinement of the recommended route concept would define the final 
alignment, future bus stops, and timepoints for schedule planning. Schedule concepts would 
include a calculation of travel times based on speed and layover time necessary to support 
route-to-route transfers at the transit center and key interline stops provided in the network. 
Initial targets for route development included a round-trip distance of 10 miles or less within 
the individual cities, with inline transfer at several locations in each community. This reduces 
waiting time between buses and could offer more trips per hour to the community. 
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Figure 10: Conceptual Fixed-Route System 

 
Additional community input would refine these assumptions and create a final route map and 
system layout. At the present, interline connections appear in Denison, near Sherman Town 
Center, on W. Travis Street, and at the future transit center. Route refinement would also 
define whether service would run on a fixed daily schedule, peak periods only with off-peak 
demand-based service, a combination of the two, or another community-identified option. 
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Preliminary Service Standards 
Service standards provide guidance to transit providers by establishing policies, procedures, 
criteria, targets, and recommendations for how to measure and implement various aspects of 
service. The following broad standards provide insight into the service topics reviewed with the 
committee. These will be fleshed out fully with TAPS and community stakeholders in the future 
implementation plan. Details added during final route design/designation in future phases will 
also need to be adopted by the operating entity as part of their future Title VI evaluation. For 
all service standards, TAPS will need to further define the key performance indicators (KPIs) 
and targets/recommendations that will be used to measure the success of fixed-route bus 
services. 

Bus Stops 
The characteristics of bus stop service standards include stop spacing, the 
levels of amenities provided, connections to other routes and other 
transportation networks, and stop placement within the context of the 
streetscape. 

Span 
Span refers to the day-to-day scheduling of transit service. The span of transit 
service usually starts sometime in the morning and ends sometime in the 
evening. There are varying degrees of service span that can be implemented 
based on the demand for transit at various times of the day on various days of 
the week. 

Frequency 
Frequency refers to how often a given stop along a route is served by a bus 
travelling that route. Like span, the appropriate frequency for a route can be 
determined based on the level of demand for service. Higher frequencies 
(lower number of minutes between each time a bus visits a stop) improve the 
convenience of transit service for riders but may be less feasible to provide 
depending on the resources a transit agency has to meet this level of service. 

Days of Service 
A transit agency can determine on which days it provides services. Many 
agencies provide services only on weekdays. Providing services on weekends 
(Saturdays, Sundays, or both) gives riders additional opportunities to utilize 
transit for more of their travel needs. 

Additional Service Standards 
As TAPS reaches the process of finalizing route designs and operational 
specifications, all service standards should be fully developed, including the 
following additional service standard categories: 

• Route design (route deviation, directness, spacing, etc.) 
• Productivity and performance 
• Communications 
• Technology (operational software, mobile app, data tracking, etc.) 
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Potential Transit Center Location(s) 
As noted in Chapter 2, input from the committee changed the focus of facility location 
identification to seven potential sites situated within ¾ of a mile of the intersection at North Loy 
Lake Road and East Taylor Street (as shown in Table 4 below). Additionally, the inclusion of a 
location in the table does not guarantee its final selection as the location used, given the 
refinement steps which need to take place. 

The next steps to developing this transit center concept include identifying the final facility 
design. Some indication of the elements needed, based on the input of the committee, TAPS, 
and GCMPO appears in Chapter 2. However, this list only provides initial guidance. Final facility 
development requires input and evaluation including community review and discussion. The 
sites shown in Table 3 also require further review to document their actual boundaries, size, 
and characteristics. Introduction of the transit facility offers the opportunity to connect residents 
and adjacent businesses to transit service, but also introduces a facility whose operational 
characteristics need to be evaluated for their potential effect on the community. Likewise, the 
location affects service and the ability to support transfers and system recovery time 
performance indicators adopted as part of the system service standards. 

Identification of the final site and evaluation of its effects on service and the community would 
be the subject of a next-phase environmental evaluation completed in accordance with FTA 
standards. 

Table 4: Initial Transit Center Site Concepts 

Site Location (General) Current Land Use 

1 N. Loy Lake Road 
(northwest of Planet Fitness) 

Vacant/Abandoned Rail 
Corridor 

2 E. Taylor Street 
(west of Sherwin-Williams) 

Vacant/Abandoned Rail 
Corridor/Building 

3 Texoma Parkway 
(at Green Market) Parking Lot 

4 E. Francis Street 
(at Sherman Pharmacy) Parking Lot 

5 E. Francis Street at N. Loy Lake Road 
(southeast of Kroger) Vacant/Parking Lot 

6 N. Grand Avenue 
(east of Texoma Parkway, behind Sweetberries Cafe) Parking Lot 

7 N Grand Avenue 
(at Teague Drive) Vacant 
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Project Implementation and Funding 
Recommendations identified in this LRTP identify a potential future network of transit service 
across Sherman and Denison. Needs identified by the community and the committee have 
guided the overall development of this concept, with the acknowledgement that future 
refinement steps will advance the items shown within this plan toward functional projects. 

Overall, the implementation of the concepts in this study offers the metropolitan area and 
region a fresh start with fixed-route transit. Previous efforts did not enjoy broad-based support 
in part due to the challenges of sustaining funding, momentum, and community support in the 
face of changing consumer needs and demands. However, this type of system, if implemented 
correctly, offers the opportunity to demonstrate success in several areas.  

Transit offers opportunity and mobility to those currently without such alternatives in the 
community. The data provides an indication of where these groups can be found, but the future 
refinement activities will help to confirm the data with on-the-ground assessment and input.  

Not only does transit offer improved mobility to those without reliable transportation, but it can 
also provide the means to connect residents to educational and economic opportunities. The 
Grayson County area continues to grow its industrial and manufacturing base, which needs 
workers and work access to remain competitive and successful.  

As part of the refinement process, identification of anticipated costs of operation, for capital 
facilities and vehicles, as well as required local match amounts would be identified. Waiting until 
a future phase allows these costs to be based upon a refined set of recommendations which 
have support from the project steering committee, as well as the local community and key 
regional decision-makers. In addition, refinements would be informed by any updates in federal 
transit funding dollars and federal transit development policy coming from the recently passed 
Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (Pub.L.117-58). 

Recommendations for overall implementation assume a phased approach to beginning revenue 
service, to include evaluation of outcomes and service use. The steps below could occur in 
sequence or concurrently based on mutual agreement. The overall timeline uses future 
refinement to initiate service and establish relationships required to support system funding, 
implementation, and evaluation: 

• Route Refinement would include community engagement to identify potential refinement 
to the route concepts, schedules, transit facility concept definition and locations, standards 
of service, equity review, vehicle needs, and sequence of service roll-out. Final route 
concepts and facility analyses would be coordinated with the regional bicycle and pedestrian 
plan, as well as the adopted Transportation Improvement Plan projects for the region. This 
step represents the critical decision point for the start of revenue service. With a decision 
made to commence service, the data developed, and refinements made would inform local 
decision-makers and establish the basis for defining local funding commitments to support 
service roll-out in the community. 

• TxDOT/FTA Coordination would include steps required to initiate the system, including 
designation of agencies for direct receipt of future FTA Section 5307 funding, development 
of the full funding grant agreement, and an overall program of projects. Coordination with 
TxDOT Public Transit would also occur to maintain consistency with any state-based 
program requirements.  
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• Grants Development would include steps required to apply for and receive funding from 
the FTA Section 5307 program. This step would also formalize local sponsors and funding 
participants for the service through a memorandum of understanding or appropriate action 
of the local municipal or county approval by resolution and funding commitment. 

• A System Organizational Framework would be developed to include completion of 
oversight policy documents required to address FTA requirements such as a transit 
development plan, agency safety plan, ADA complementary service evaluation, public 
participation statement and plan, Title VI evaluation, service standard development, etc. 

• System Implementation and Evaluation includes the start of revenue service for fixed-
route operations. This process, guided by the implementation plan, would include an 
evaluation of community acceptance and use of the available service. Marketing of available 
services and a full community-based marketing campaign to promote service availability 
would take place. 

Outcomes could also include adjustments in the timeline for system development and 
expansion. Ongoing service evaluation combined with community and customer 
engagement offers the opportunity for continued refinement of system services. Pending 
the outcomes, decisions on the establishment of the transit center location and capital 
facility concept could be made and programmed through the process of FTA environmental 
review/approval at Region VI and programmed for funding through the FTA Section 5307 
program. 
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Appendix A 
Texoma Region Public Transit Survey (Online 
Form, English/Spanish) 
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Texoma Region Public Transit Survey (Paper 
Form, English) 
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Texoma Region Public Transit Survey (Paper 
Form, Spanish) 
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Appendix B 
Individual Route Concept Maps 
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Appendix C 
2019 Transit Market Study Review 
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Fixed-Route Final Concept Review 
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Note, completion of the peer review occurred prior to the development of the steering committee derived 
alternative for the Viking Route shown in Appendix B on page 49. The proposed concept for the Viking 
Route adds service to Grayson College, as well as the Sherman Town Center and neighborhoods in 
northwest Sherman. This concept addresses several of the comments and suggestions made in this peer 
review for both the Texoma and Roo routes.
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