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What is NCTCOG?

The North Central Texas Council of Governments is a voluntary association of cities, counties, school
districts, and special districts which was established in January 1966 to assist local governments in
planning for common needs, cooperating for mutual benefit, and coordinating for sound regional
development.

It serves a 16-county metropolitan region centered around the two urban centers of Dallas and

Fort Worth. Currently the Council has 233 members, including 16 counties, 165 cities, 23 independent
school districts, and 29 special districts. The area of the region is approximately 12,800 square miles,

which is larger than nine states, and the population of the region is over 6.4 million, which is larger than
35 states.

NCTCOG's structure is relatively simple; each member government appoints a voting representative from
the governing body. These voting representatives make up the General Assembly which annually elects
a 15-member Executive Board. The Executive Board is supported by policy development, technical
advisory, and study committees, as well as a professional staff of 235.

NCTCOG's offices are located in Arlington in the Centerpoint Two Building at 616 Six Flags Drive
(approximately one-half mile south of the main entrance to Six Flags Over Texas).

North Central Texas Council of Governments
P. O. Box 5888

Arlington, Texas 76005-5888

(817) 640-3300

NCTCOG's Department of Transportation

Since 1974 NCTCOG has served as the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for transportation for
the Dallas-Fort Worth area. NCTCOG's Department of Transportation is responsible for the regional
planning process for all modes of transportation. The department provides technical support and staff
assistance to the Regional Transportation Council and its technical committees, which compose the MPO
policy-making structure. In addition, the department provides technical assistance to the local
governments of North Central Texas in planning, coordinating, and implementing transportation
decisions.

"The contents of this report reflect the views of the authors who are responsible for the opinions, findings, and
conclusions presented herein. The contents do not necessarily reflect the views or policies of the Federal Highway
Administration, the Federal Transit Administration, or the Texas Department of Transportation.”
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Waxahachie Corridor is part of a long-term multimodal vision for the rapidly growing Dallas-
Fort Worth (DFW) region. The Waxahachie Corridor project is one of 12 passenger ralil
corridors identified in the North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG) long-term
metropolitan transportation plan (MTP) Mobility 2030: The Metropolitan Transportation Plan for
the Dallas — Fort Worth Area — 2009 Amendment (Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment). Proposed
passenger rail service within the Waxahachie Corridor is intended to connect population and
employment in the growing southern Dallas County and northern Ellis County area with the
existing and proposed passenger rail network in the DFW region.

The corridor extends approximately 31 miles through four municipalities along a predominately
Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) freight rail right-of-way. The Union Pacific Railroad
(UPRR) owns a small portion of the railroad from Forest Lane to Union Station in Dallas. The
connected municipalities include Dallas, Lancaster, Red Oak, and Waxahachie.

The study area boundary extends one mile from the current rail centerline along each side of
the proposed rail alignment from the old rail depot in downtown Waxahachie at the southern
terminus to Union Station in Dallas at the northern terminus. A population of approximately
184,000 persons resides in the study area. Major employers within the study area include
AT&T Headquarters, Bank of America, City of Dallas, Dallas County Sheriff's Office, and the
Dallas Morning News. Figure 1-1 depicts the Waxahachie Corridor location within the DFW
region.

1.1 STUDY PURPOSE

NCTCOG, the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the DFW region, initiated the
Waxahachie Corridor Conceptual Engineering and Funding Study (CE & FS) in the fourth
guarter of 2008. The primary study purpose is to support future passenger rail service
implementation in the corridor. This purpose was facilitated by conducting outreach with key
stakeholders and providing an open forum to identify key issues, identify potential station
locations, and examine alignment options. In addition, this study documents existing
environmental conditions and identifies potential impacts. The study provides a foundation for
future environmental documentation anticipated to be completed by the implementing transit
agency. A key study element is to identify possible funding strategies intended to expedite
project implementation.

The CE & FS report is organized into seven chapters. Chapter 1 provides an overview of the
planning process, the regional planning context, the study area, previous work plans, and
stakeholder and agency outreach efforts related to this study. Subsequent chapters include:

Chapter 2 — Need and Purpose
Chapter 3 — Alternatives Development
Chapter 4 — Affected Environment
Chapter 5 — Funding

Chapter 6 — Coordination Efforts
Chapter 7 — Summary
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1.2 THE PLANNING PROCESS

The adopted MTP is the instrument through which the MPO identifies fiscally sound regional
transportation improvements. A series of federal legislative acts have specifically addressed
and modified the MTP role. The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991
(ISTEA) strengthened the role of the MTP, making it the central mechanism for the decision-
making process regarding transportation investments. The Transportation Equity Act for the
21st Century (TEA-21) passed into law in 1998 continued this emphasis. The TEA-21
successor and current law, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:
A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) was passed in 2005. SAFETEA-LU addresses the
challenges facing transportation systems including safety, traffic congestion, freight movement
efficiency, intermodal connectivity, and protecting the environment. SAFETEA-LU metropolitan
planning regulations require transportation plans, such as Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment, to
be “fiscally constrained” meaning the plan must be based on reasonable assumptions funding
will be available to implement projects contained in the MTP. Federal transportation acts and
the Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 both impose air quality conformity requirements
on long-range transportation plans for urbanized areas.

The development of Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment was guided by three goal categories:
transportation, quality of life, and financing. Table 1-1 lists individual goals by goal category.
These goals represent the regional commitment to a comprehensive, cooperative, and
continuous transportation planning process for a balanced transportation network by
recognizing the evolving transportation and air quality needs for the region. Encouraging
sustainable development through the direct link between land use, transportation, and air quality
is a specific objective of Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment.

The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has designated the DFW region as a
nonattainment area for the eight-hour ozone standard. The CAAA of 1990 requires long-range
transportation plans for all nonattainment areas to be in air quality conformity with the State
Implementation Plan (SIP) and to demonstrate MTP projects meet air quality goals. In
accordance with metropolitan planning regulations, Maobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment must
include a congestion management process (CMP) to address congestion systematically.
Challenged with modest transportation funding relative to identified needs, the DFW region
optimizes its limited transportation funds. This is accomplished by first investing in low-cost,
high yield projects such as bottleneck improvements, synchronized signal systems, congestion
management strategies, managed lanes, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

In addition to first investing in low cost, high yield projects, efforts are underway to induce
travelers to modify their travel behavior by switching to transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities,
or increasing auto occupancy levels. Encouraging behavior modifications could reduce the
number of vehicles on the region’s roadways, reducing the need to build additional automobile
capacity projects including toll roads or tax-supported highways. Regional transit agencies
including Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART), Denton County Transportation Authority (DCTA),
and the Fort Worth Transportation Authority (The T) provided input to the MTP regarding transit
and bus mode recommendations within their respective service areas. Figure 1-2 identifies the
DFW regional MTP process.
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Table 1-1

Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment Goals

Transportation Goals

Quality of Life Goals

Financial Goals

¢ Enhance mobility and
improve access for the
movement of people and
goods

¢ Reduce traffic congestion
and improve travel times

¢ Develop a balanced,
efficient, and dependable
multimodal transportation
system that reduces demand
for single occupant vehicle
travel

e Support management
strategies that optimize
transportation system
performance through
technology and innovation

e Improve transportation
system safety

¢ Provide stronger, more direct
linkages between project
planning, funding, and
implementation by
designating a metropolitan
transportation system

e Support local, regional,
statewide, national, and
international intermodal
transportation systems that
provide mobility and
accessibility for the
movement of freight

¢ Provide meaningful public
involvement opportunities in
the transportation plan
development process

e Promote the orderly
economic development of
the region

e Encourage balanced land
use and transportation plans
and programs which
maximize the use of
transportation investments

¢ Provide transportation
opportunities to the
traditionally underserved
populations

e Encourage the preservation
and revitalization of
communities and
neighborhoods

e Support recreation and
tourism

¢ Encourage transportation
investments that promote
healthy and active lifestyles

e Avoid, mitigate, and enhance
the environmental impacts of
transportation improvements

¢ Reduce energy consumption

e Improve air quality

¢ Identify and actively pursue
adequate, long-term, and
stable funding sources for
transportation improvements

¢ Develop cost-effective
transportation projects,
programs, and policies
aimed at reducing
transportation system capital
and operating costs

o Prioritize transportation
funds to ensure current and
future transportation
systems are maintained

¢ Preserve right-of-way for
transportation investments in
advance of economic
development

Source: NCTCOG, Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment, April 2009
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Figure 1-2 Metropolitan Transportation Plan Process
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Transportation system performance information is developed as a DFW Regional Travel Model
(DFWRTM) product throughout the MTP development process. This information guides system
alternatives development and indicates the impact associated with various improvements. The
improvements recommended in Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment include:

Regional congestion management strategies

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities

Managed/high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes

Passenger rail and bus transit improvements

Intelligent transportation system (ITS) technology

Freeway lanes

Toll road lanes

Improvements to the regional arterial and local thoroughfare system (e.g., intersection
improvements and signal timing adjustments)

The Texas Metropolitan Mobility Plan (TMMP) is a needs-based plan which quantifies
transportation needs beyond the fiscal constraint barrier. Rather than a conservative approach
limited by forecasted funding availability, the TMMP focuses on the magnitude of unmet needs
and provides decision-makers with a better understanding for the total transportation needs for
each region in Texas. The TMMP indicates the DFW region is not adequately meeting current
mobility needs and additional funding is needed.
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The TMMP applied the Texas Congestion Index, an index for measuring mobility within each
region, to help evaluate needs. The Texas Congestion Index uses the improvement of all
transportation facilities with a failing (F) level-of-service (LOS) to a higher (D, C, B or A) LOS as
the target mobility level. Using this approach, approximately 4,600 additional lane miles are
needed to eliminate all LOS F facilities in the DFW region. This is in addition to the
approximately 8,500 lane miles identified and included in Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment.
The analysis employed to identify these additional needs should be interpreted as an overall
need to be resolved through a combination of multimodal approaches including freeways, toll
roads, high occupancy vehicles, arterial street improvements, transit (bus and rail), freight, and
operational system improvements.

As shown in Table 1-2, the estimated cost of all funded projects in the adopted Mobility 2030 -
2009 Amendment is $145.5 billion in actual dollars that reflect an inflation adjusted value to the
year of expenditure (YOE) in which funds are projected to be expended. These estimates
indicate the DFW region requires an additional $98.0 billion in YOE dollars to fund the unfunded
needs. Inclusive of all funded and unfunded needs, the estimated cost of all projects in the plan
is $243.5 billion in YOE dollars. Primary funding sources for the MTP include federal and state
motor-fuel tax, local roadway monies, local transit taxes, and innovative financing. Regional rail
is a key element of the Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment. However, regional needs have out-
paced funding availability.

Table 1-2 Identified Funding Needs for the DFW Region through 2030

Funded Needs Unfunded Needs
Metropolitan Transportation System Components (YOE Dollars) (YOE Dollars)
Operation and maintenance $31.8
Congestion mitigation strategies $3.1
Bicycle and pedestrian facilities & transportation
enhancements $2.1
Rail and bus transit system* $24.3
HOV and managed facilities $7.4
Freeway and toll road system $59.5 $17.1
Regional arterial and local thoroughfare system $12.9 $11.1
Additional cost to purchase right-of-way $2.0
Rehabilitation $4.4 $55.4
Goods movement/rail freight $12.4

o $145.5 (60%) $98.0 (40%)
Totals $243.5 Billion

Source: NCTCOG, April 2009
Notes:
*Includes funding from local transit initiatives
**\/alues based on 2006 TMMP and adjusted to Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment

Figure 1-3 outlines the traditional transit project development process designed to identify,
develop, and implement proposed projects. To expedite Waxahachie Corridor implementation,
the process may employ an array of innovative strategies from financing mechanisms

(e.g., a public-private partnership) to innovative delivery methods (e.g., design-build).
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Figure 1-3  Traditional Project Development Process
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Stakeholder and agency involvement is included in each step. Step 1, the long-range planning
process involves local, state, regional, and federal transportation officials and ensures
opportunities for interested persons throughout the region to contribute input and feedback.
Warranted projects with available funding are added to the regional MTP. Depending on the
project scope and length, Step 1 may include several studies. This CE & FS and all previous
Waxahachie Corridor studies are included in Step 1.

For long distance corridor transit projects or those on new alignments, project development
Step 2 may be a feasibility study. The feasibility study purpose is to determine a general
alignment, viable technology, and identify a range of realistic financial plans. The analysis
includes data collection, documents transportation needs, identifies issues to be addressed, and
identifies potential corridors and technologies. The analysis is based on travel demand
forecasts, cost estimates, revenue estimates, socio-economic conditions, and environmental
data. The feasibility study typically concludes with the identification of a recommended corridor,
vehicle technology, and funding sources for further study. Many Waxahachie Corridor topics
are being studied and evaluated in this CE & FS to further quantify and qualify these issues and
incorporate public concerns. Ultimately, the CE & FS will result in the identification of a corridor
concept to be further examined in subsequent environmental studies.

In Step 3, the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and a no-build alternative are developed at a
more detailed analysis level focusing on the social, economic, and natural environmental
effects, as well as travel demand, potential revenue sources, and construction cost estimates.
This information helps decision-makers gauge the potential effects on the community and
environment. The environmental review develops specific mitigation strategies for potential
negative effects, summarizes project benefits, and further develops potential funding
mechanisms. The analyses are documented and reviewed by federal and state agencies,
decision-makers, and the public to aid in making an informed decision by assessing the no-build
alternative and the LPA.

Assuming the environmental document is approved and a build alternative is selected, a project
typically advances to Step 4, the final design stage. During the final design stage, the
implementing agency, financing, staging, and construction schedule are determined.

Any needed right-of-way is acquired or preserved before construction begins. If the
Waxahachie Corridor project incorporates a public-private partnership (PPP) approach, the
steps in the project development process may differ.
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1.3 REGIONAL PLANNING CONTEXT

NCTCOG is the MPO of a 12-county metropolitan region centered in the Cities of Dallas and
Fort Worth. Since the early 1970s, MPOs have had the responsibility of developing and
maintaining a federally mandated long-range MTP. The current NCTCOG MTP is Mobility 2030
- 2009 Amendment. The MTP identifies transportation needs; guides federal, state, and local
transportation expenditures; and is the basis for project specific studies. Regional passenger
rail has been identified by NCTCOG to be critical to the region’s future. NCTCOG studies, such
as the Regional Rail Corridor Study (RRCS) and the Rail North Texas (RNT) initiative, indicated
the Waxahachie Corridor has high ridership potential and warrants further study.

While this corridor is not included in the DART 2030 Transit System Plan, DART recognizes the
potential for future passenger rail on the Waxahachie Corridor. The portion of this corridor
south of the City of Dallas is currently outside the DART service area boundary. DART has
evaluated the potential for rail service into several non-member city communities and has begun
discussions with these communities to expand the DART service area boundary or contract for
transit services. These discussions include municipalities within the Waxahachie Corridor.

1.4 STUDY AREA

The Waxahachie Corridor study area is a one-mile radius around the existing freight rail corridor
from Union Station in Dallas to the Waxahachie Central Business District (CBD). The study
area includes many employment centers, diverse neighborhoods, and activity centers. The
study area includes portions of five municipalities: Dallas, Hutchins, Lancaster, Red Oak, and
Waxahachie. The proposed Waxahachie Corridor connection to Union Station would provide
connections to the DART Red and Blue Line Light Rail Transit (LRT) and the Trinity Railway
Express (TRE) commuter rail, jointly owned and operated by DART and The T, which could
facilitate intra-region travel generating solutions to address common regional mobility needs.

A broader planning area was established using the 2030 traffic survey zones (TSZ) to analyze
corridor travel characteristics. The planning area includes Dallas and Ellis Counties and is
generally bound by Interstate Highway (IH) 30, Sylvania Avenue, Harry Hines Boulevard, Spur
366, IH 375, IH 45, and US 175 on the north; IH 20 and IH 45 on the east; US 287, Farm-to-
Market (FM) 66, FM 157, and the border of the metropolitan planning area (MPA) on the south;
and US 67, FM 1382, Spur 408 and Loop (LP) 12 to the west. Figure 1-4 illustrates the corridor,
potential station locations, and analysis areas (planning and study areas) for the Waxahachie
Corridor within the DFW region.

1.4.1 Corridor Description

The Waxahachie Corridor from the downtown Waxahachie rail depot to Union Station in
downtown Dallas is a BNSF line extending approximately 30.9 miles. Current trackage rights to
the Waxahachie Corridor and right-of-way are owned by BNSF. The exception is the northern
most section of the corridor from Forest Lane to Union Station, which is owned and dispatched
by the UPRR. In addition, UPRR has trackage rights to serve several local industries. Right-of-
way width is approximately 100 feet throughout the entire corridor.
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Figure 1-4 — Waxahachie Corridor Planning Area
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The current maximum operating speed limit is 40 miles per hour (mph) for freight trains. The
line is equipped with Automatic Block Signals (ABS) and is operated under Track Warrant
Control (TWC) rules. The maximum weight per rail car is 143 tons over the entire corridor.
Current freight traffic is approximately four BNSF trains and two UPRR trains per day.

The entire freight line contains 24 industrial spur tracks, 39 at-grade highway/railroad crossings,
ten grade separated highway/railroad crossings, and two at-grade railroad/railroad crossings.
The corridor is sparsely populated with approximately 59 percent of the study area
undeveloped. The majority of all development is located in the northern portion of the corridor
from Union Station to IH 20. South of IH 20, undeveloped land accounts for approximately 78
percent of the study area.

Major roadway intersections include IH 30, IH 20, and US 287. The northern terminus of Union
Station connects the DART Red and Blue Lines, the DART and The T joint commuter rail line
TRE, and Amtrak. Near the intersection of IH 20 and the proposed corridor is the southern
campus of the University of North Texas (UNT), Dallas Campus. South of IH 20, the
Waxahachie Corridor passes through the Dallas Logistics Hub (DLH). The BNSF is considering
development of an intermodal terminal in the DLH. In addition; the Allen Group, in cooperation
with the BNSF and UPRR, is proposing a spur between the BNSF line and the UPRR line that
runs adjacent to IH 45. Near the proposed intermodal terminal location lies Cedar Valley
College, a campus in the Dallas County Community College system. Along the southern portion
of the study area, Baylor Medical will be constructing a large medical complex near the
intersection of IH 35E and US 287 to serve Ellis County. In Waxahachie, the Navarro College
Waxahachie Campus and Southwest Assemblies of God University are located near the
existing rail line. The proposed southern terminus is the old rail depot in downtown
Waxahachie. The rail depot served the former Interurban Railway operated throughout the
Dallas-Fort Worth region.

1.4.2 Historical Rail Operations

The Waxahachie Corridor was built by the Missouri, Kansas, and Texas Railroad (MKT) to
connect Waco to Dallas (and north into Kansas via other owned tracks). Service into Dallas
from Waxahachie and south started in 1889. Major goods included mostly cotton, oil, and
agriculture food products. After World War Il, the MKT was in decline and after various
government monetary interventions, it was purchased by the UPRR in 1989. As part of the
merger deal, the UPRR transferred ownership of the Waxahachie Corridor to the BNSF.
Although the railroad is owned by the BNSF, the UPRR retained ownership of property adjacent
to the railroad (such as the rail depot stations).

Passenger rail operations were implemented by the Southern Traction Company to connect the
electric interurban system (both local and intercity) in Dallas to Waco. The tracks paralleled the
existing MKT tracks from Dallas to Waco. Service between Waco and Dallas began operation
in 1913. The Texas Electric Railway was formed in 1917 as a merger between the Southern
Traction Company (operating lines from Dallas to Waco and Corsicana) and the Northern
Traction Company (operating lines to Fort Worth and Denison). Within the Waxahachie
Corridor study area, stations in Dallas, Lisbon (now Dallas), Red Oak, Sterrett (now
Waxahachie) were served with approximately 32 trains per day on the Dallas-Waco Division
line. Increasing automobile ownership, especially after the end of World War 1, undermined the
viability of rail service and led the Texas Electric Railway to cease all remaining passenger
operations on December 31, 1948. The interurban railways that operated in north central Texas
for some period between 1901 and 1948 are shown in Figure 1-5.
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1.5 PREVIOUS WORK EFFORTS

Passenger rail service within the Waxahachie Corridor has been studied for several years. The
Waxahachie Corridor has been analyzed and recommendations have been made for the overall
corridor and for proposed station locations by local governments and NCTCOG.

The NCTCOG RRCS, July 2005, and the MTP provide the only unique, public reports detailing
funding and a conceptual option for the Waxahachie Corridor. The Cities of Dallas, Red Oak,
and Waxahachie each reference the potential for passenger rail service along the Waxahachie
Corridor within their approved local government comprehensive plans.

1.5.1 Regional Rail Corridor Study

In July 2005, NCTCOG produced the RRCS documenting and researching proposed rail lines in
the MTP by analyzing potential viability, as well as proposed mode (light rail, commuter
rail/regional rail, or bus rapid transit). The study included a separate section devoted to the
proposed Waxahachie Corridor. The study included the current condition of the existing
railroad, estimated freight traffic, a passenger study analysis, and a simplified cost estimate.
The study concluded regional rail would be the preferred mode with a projected daily ridership
of 4,000 passengers in 2030. Estimated capital cost was $265 million and operational cost was
estimated to be $14 million annually.

1.5.2 Rail North Texas

In 2008, RNT was an initiative by NCTCOG to further study each passenger rail corridor
identified in the MTP. RNT recommended a state legislative funding bill for the proposed 251
miles of additional passenger rail adopted in the MTP. During this initiative, a Waxahachie
Corridor overview was created identifying projected ridership, preliminary station locations,
potential cost, social statistics, and land use. In this study, the Waxahachie line was shortened
to connect to the proposed DART Blue LRT line at the Southport Station. This change was
added to reduce the potential cost of building the entire line to Union Station in Dallas. The
project had an estimated capital cost of $307 million and an operational cost of $7 million
annually.
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Figure 1-5 — Texas Interurban Railways: 1901 to 1948
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1.5.3 Local Government Comprehensive Plans

Several municipalities along the proposed corridor have identified potential transit stations
and/or transit oriented development (TOD) within their comprehensive plans to support the
proposed Waxahachie Corridor passenger rail service.

1.5.3.1 City of Dallas

The Dallas comprehensive plan, forwardDallas!, has identified transit needs for 2030. Part of
forwardDallas! identified transit trips to 2030. While the Waxahachie Corridor was not
specifically mentioned, forwardDallas! included all proposed commuter rail lines from the MTP in
the comprehensive plan. In 1999, only one percent of all transit users in Dallas were using
commuter rail (the TRE). Future projections for 2030, with the addition of all future commuter
rail lines, would increase commuter ridership to six percent of all riders within Dallas.

1.5.3.2 City of Lancaster

Lancaster does not include the Waxahachie Corridor in its comprehensive plan. One station is
currently proposed for Lancaster.

1.5.3.3 City of Red Oak

Red Oak has included a potential location for a transit center and TOD as part of its Downtown
Vision Plan. This plan identifies a potential location for a transit station along the Waxahachie
Corridor. A new comprehensive plan is currently in development with the City of Red Oak. This
new plan identifies all three proposed stations as potential options for the Waxahachie Corridor.
In this plan, the downtown station is identified as the least preferred while the northern station
has the greatest opportunity for TOD development.

1.5.3.4 City of Waxahachie

Waxahachie identified two rail stations in their comprehensive plan that is consistent with the
original RNT proposal. These two rail stations include the CBD which could allow access to
Waxahachie City Hall, Navarro Community College, the Southwest Assemblies of God
University, Ellis County Courthouse, and various local businesses. The northern rail station
could be located on US 287 between IH 35E and US 77. This site was identified for access to
major “big box” retailers on US 77 and to the proposed Baylor Medical Center. These stations
correspond with the stations NCTCOG has identified for the Waxahachie Corridor.

In addition to the identification of these transit stations, Waxahachie identified the need for local
transit to support a regional rail system. For each rail station, Waxahachie has proposed a local
transit system (mode unknown) to transport people to their final destinations.
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1.6 PUBLIC AND AGENCY OUTREACH

The Waxahachie Corridor CE & FS has been conducted with a proactive process to allow
regional stakeholders and agency representatives the opportunity to gain knowledge and
provide input. Chapter 6 provides detailed information regarding all project meetings for the
Waxahachie Corridor.

NCTCOG coordination efforts included two types of meetings: Stakeholder/Agency Meetings
and Corridor Strategy Team Meetings. Input from these meetings was used to guide the
CE & FS, develop alternatives, and evaluate alternatives.

Corridor Strategy Team Meetings were held prior to major milestones to provide the participants
the opportunity to receive project data and influence the corridor study by representing their
constituents. In addition to Corridor Strategy Team Meetings, individual Stakeholder/Agency
Meetings were held with technical staff representing local and regional governments and
transportation providers throughout the corridor. These meetings were conducted during the
initial stages of each study element. The stakeholder meetings were designed to solicit
technical input and professional judgments regarding critical study elements. The local
government and transportation provider technical staff representatives contributed valuable
input furthering the goals and objectives for the project.

November 2010 1-14 Final Report



Chapter 2 — Need and Purpose

Waxahachie Corridor

Conceptual Engineering and Funding Study

2.0 NEED AND PURPOSE

Chapter 2 identifies the need and purpose for transportation improvements within the
Waxahachie Corridor and provides information on the established mission statement, goals, and
objectives for the project to guide the development of this document, as well as subsequent
project development phases and implementation.

2.1 TRANSPORTATION NEEDS

The need for the Waxahachie Corridor project is based on population and employment growth,
increased transportation demand, sustainable development initiatives, and intermodal
connections from the study area to the Dallas-Fort Worth (DFW) region. The Waxahachie
Corridor is included in the regional long-range metropolitan transportation plan (MTP), Mobility
2030: The Metropolitan Transportation Plan for the Dallas — Fort Worth Area — 2009
Amendment (Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment).

211

Population and Economic Growth

Texas has been one of the ten fastest growing states in the nation. According to the United
States (US) Census Bureau, Texas added 3.9 million persons between 1990 and 2000, a 22.8
percent increase. By comparison, the US population grew by 32.7 million persons between
1990 and 2000, an increase of 13.2 percent. In 2000, the DFW urbanized area grew to
5,067,400 persons, a 29.3 percent increase since the 1990 Census. Based on 2008 population
estimates, the DFW urbanized area is the fourth most populous in the nation.

The DFW region has sustained a high level of population and economic growth due to three
primary factors: a favorable business climate, attractive tax policies, and an abundance of
available land. The region, like the nation in general, has benefited from an unprecedented
period of growth, which has increased the need for an efficient transportation system. The
current economic downturn has slowed the growth rate over the near term. However, Texas
and the DFW region have fared better than the majority of the country and are expected to
recover more quickly. Historically, this has been the case with other economic downturns.

It is anticipated the DFW region population will increase by almost three million people over the
next 20 years. Table 2-1 shows North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG)
regional projections for population, households, and employment for the DFW urbanized area.
The 10-county urbanized area includes Collin, Dallas, Denton, Ellis, Johnson, Kaufman, Parker,
Rockwall, Tarrant, and Wise Counties. The four core counties, Collin, Dallas, Denton, and
Tarrant, are expected to account for approximately 70 percent of the region’s population

increase in the 2010 census.

Table 2-1 Dallas-Fort Worth Urbanized Area Demographics
Year Population Households Employment
1990 Census 3,920,094 1,462,047 2,033,973
2000 Census 5,067,400 1,886,700 3,158,200
2010 6,328,200 2,350,300 3,897,000
2020 7,646,600 2,851,400 4,658,700
2030 9,107,900 3,396,100 5,416,700

Source: NCTCOG Demographic Forecast Information (January 24, 2007) and US Census Bureau
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Table 2-2 shows the projected populations and employment for municipalities along the
Waxahachie Corridor. A total population increase of approximately 167 percent and a 50
percent increase in employment are projected within the study area between 2000 and 2030.

Table 2-2 Base Year and Projected Population and Employment
Population Employment

Locations 2000 2030 % Change 2000 2030 % Change
Dallas 1,202,592 | 1,404,847 16.8% | 1,038,314 | 1,390,219 33.9%
Hutchins 2,683 4,021 49.9% 3,130 8,785 180.7%
Lancaster 25,669 65,301 154.4% 13,119 30,961 136.0%
Red Oak 4,806 63,329 | 1,217.7% 1,715 18,143 957.9%
Waxahachie 20,030 55,861 178.9% 16,045 41,930 161.3%
Total | 1,225,780 | 1,593,359 26.9% | 1,072,323 | 1,490,038 39.0%

Study Area 91,788 255,304 167.3% 212,996 319,503 50.0%

Source: NCTCOG 2030 Demographic Forecast Information

A total of 32 major employers with 500 or more employees are located within the study area.
The largest concentration of larger employers is in Dallas with 31 total major employers.
Waxahachie has the remaining large employer. Bank of America is the largest employer in the
study area with over 3,000 employees. Other large employers employing over 2,000 employees
include the AT&T Headquarters and the Dallas County Sheriff's Office, both occurring in Dallas.

Access to these major employers and activity centers is primarily by personal motor vehicle.
While job growth continues to occur outside the downtown “core” area, the high density of
employment in the downtown “core” continues to be a strong pull for the study area cities south
of Dallas. As shown in Table 2-2, the majority of the cities are projected to have a higher
population than employment. The projected increase in population in the corridor will increase
the need for access to employment centers in the study area and to the surrounding areas.

“Job sprawl” is addressed in several papers from The Brookings Institute. Job Sprawl:
Employment Location in US Metropolitan Areas cites a statistical correlation between a metro
area’s political balkanization and employment decentralization caused by a large number of
municipalities competing for major employers. Job Sprawl Revisited: The Changing Geography
of Metropolitan Employment notes the steady decentralization of employment between 1998
and 2006 with southern US metropolitan areas being particularly emblematic of an outward shift
of job share from the urban core. The DFW region exemplifies this trend. Employment growth
will occur in the southern portion of the DFW region and the Dallas urban core. The already
congested roadway network is anticipated to create severe mobility challenges and the need for
additional transportation improvements in the Waxahachie Corridor.
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2.1.2 Increased Transportation Demand

As mentioned in Section 2.1.1, not only have population and employment increased, but the
nature of travel has also changed in ways contributing to increased traffic congestion in the
DFW region. Changes in land use associated with suburbanization have had an effect on the
characteristics of travel. Some areas have induced both population and business growth to the
surrounding suburbs, marginalizing the traditional suburb-to-central city commute, creating more
widely complex inter- and intra-suburban travel and reverse commute trip patterns. This
reverse trend is occurring in the northern half of the DFW region, while a traditional commuting
trend is occurring in the Waxahachie Corridor. As shown in Section 2.1.1, the study area
exhibits a high employment density at the northern end of the proposed project while the
population is clustered in the southern segments. This condition promotes a strong suburb-to-
central city commuting pattern, opposite the trend experienced in the north DFW region. With
the projected increases in population, the existing roadway system will be inundated as more
traffic mirrors this major movement for work related vehicular trips.

Despite the rapid pace at which growth has occurred, and is projected to continue, limited
funding for transportation improvements has constrained the region’s ability to solve ground
transportation issues. As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.2 Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment
is the region’s current fiscally constrained MTP. It presents a system of transportation
improvements needed to maintain mobility in the DFW region over the next 20 years and serves
as a guide for the expenditure of state and federal funds within the region.

Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment recommends $145.5 billion in year of expenditure (YOE)
dollars of transportation improvements. Despite this transportation system investment level,
congestion is projected to increase by 2030. Future roadway capacity is insufficient to
accommaodate the projected travel demand. Roadway upgrades and expansion cannot keep
pace with changing residential and employment development patterns, leading to increasing
congestion and delay. Figure 2-1 illustrates the congestion levels during the peak hour under
2007 and 2030 conditions. The 2030 conditions represent the anticipated congestion level with
all MTP projects completed. The increase in congestion is directly attributed to the projected
26.9 percent increase in population and 39.0 percent increase in employment from 2000 to
2030 region wide. To lessen the impact of the resulting congestion, a number of roadway
improvements are proposed in the Waxahachie Corridor study area.

The roadway system in the Waxahachie Corridor planning area includes numerous highways
and regional arterials (see Chapter 1, Figure 1.4). The roadways operate predominately north-
south. The major north-south corridors in the planning area include Interstate Highway (IH)
35E, IH 45, IH 345, US 67, US 77, US 175, Spur 408, State Highway (SH) 310, SH 342, Central
Expressway, Clark Road, Cockrell Hill Road, Corinth Street, Good Latimer Expressway, Griffin
Street, Hampton Road, Harwood Street, Houston Street, Joe Wilson Road, Lamar Street,
Lancaster Road, Market Center Boulevard, Moody Street, Mountain Creek Parkway, Oak Lawn
Avenue, Pearl Expressway, Pearl Street, Riverfront Boulevard, Trinity Parkway, and Victory
Avenue. The major east-west roadways in the corridor planning area include IH 20, IH 30, US
287, Business Route (BU) 287, Loop (LP) 9, LP 12, Spur 303, Spur 366, SH 180, Farm-to-
Market (FM) 1382, Beltline Road, Camp Wisdom Road, Canton Street, Commerce Street,
Continental Boulevard, Danieldale Road, Gaston Avenue, Harry Hines Boulevard, lllinois
Avenue, Irving Boulevard, Lake June Road, Pleasant Run Road, and Simpson Stuart Road.
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Figure 2-1  System Performance 2007 and 2030 Level of Congestion

<@==| Waxahachie Corridor

Source: NCTCOG, April 2009

The majority of the regionally significant arterials (RSA) occurred in the downtown Dallas central
business district (CBD). The Dallas CBD provides a large collection of employers and a high
density of jobs; therefore, most streets through the Dallas CBD are considered regionally
significant. Table 2-3 shows the existing and proposed highways and RSAs in the planning
area detailed in 2030 Mobility - 2009 Amendment.

Table 2-3 Existing and Planned Roadways in Planning Area
Existing Future Completion 2007 2030
Roadway Limits Lanes Lanes Date Traffic Traffic
IH 20 Cedar Ridge Road | 0 6 (FRTG) 2010-2019 |0 22

to Camp Wisdom | (FRTG)

Road

IH35E to 0 4/6 (FRTG) | 2009 0 1,187

Lancaster Road (FRTG)

Bonnie View Road | 0 4/6 (FRTG) | 2009 0 387

to JJ Lemon Road | (FRTG)

FM 1382 to 8 10 2020-2025 | 189,958 | 241,521

Spur 408
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Table 2-3 Existing and Planned Roadways in Planning Area (continued)
Existing Future Completion 2007 2030
Roadway Limits Lanes Lanes Date Traffic Traffic
IH 20 Spur 408 to 9 10 2026-2030 | 159,880 | 194,594
UsS 175
IH 30 Loop 12 to 6 8+3 2010-2019 | 169,675 | 206,802
Westmoreland (HOV-M/R)
Road
Westmoreland 6 8+2 2010-2019 | 157,109 | 217,107
Road to IH 35E (HOV-M/R)
IH 35E US 77 (north of 4 6 2010-2019 54,507 111,140
Waxahachie) to
Bigham Road
Parkerville Road 4 6 2009 103,072 | 164,625
to US 77 (north of
Waxahachie)
IH 20 to 6 6 N/A 141,699 | 192,921
Parkerville Road
US 67 to IH 20 6 6+1 2020-2025 | 98,549 136,845
(HOV-M/R)
8" Streetto US 67 [ 8+ 1 10+ 2 2020-2025 | 187,612 | 270,450
(HOV-R) | (HOV-M/R)
Colorado 8 10+ 2 2020-2025 | 187,867 | 286,947
Boulevard to (HOV-M/R)
8" Street
IH 30 to Colorado | 8 6/10 + 2 2020-2025 | 204,052 | 271,858
Boulevard (HOV-M/R)
+ 10 C-D
Spur 366to IH30 | 10 10+ 2 2020-2025 | 207,634 | 315,722
(HOV-M/R)
+ 4/6 C-D
DNT to Spur 366 10 10+ 2 2020-2025 | 272,773 | 342,884
(HOV-M/R)
+6/8 C-D
Wycliff Avenue to | 10 10+ 2 2020-2025 | 242,169 | 259,137
DNT (HOV-M/R)
IH 45 IH20to US 287B | 6 6 N/A 59,878 109,453
US 175to IH 20 6 8 2020-2025 | 95,554 147,536
SH310to US 175 | 6 8 2010-2019 | 89,550 160,874
IH 30 to SH 310 10 10 (Recon) | 2010-2019 | 145,160 | 205,098
IH 345 US 75to IH 45 8 10 2010-2019 | 174,720 | 206,071
UsS 67 Loop9to FM 157 | 4 6 2020-2025 | 56,493 115,148
IH 20 to Loop 9 4 6+1 2020-2025 | 95,428 158,932
(HOV-M/R)
IH 35E to IH 20 442 6+2 2020-2025 | 115,985 | 170,829
(HOV-C) | (HOV-M/R)
us 77 FM 66 to IH 35E 2 2 N/A 5,931 9,920
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Table 2-3 Existing and Planned Roadways in Planning Area (continued)
Existing Future Completion 2007 2030
Roadway Limits Lanes Lanes Date Traffic Traffic
us 77 North of McMillan | 2 4 2010-2019 7,644 14,038
Road to FM 66
SH 342 to North of | 4 4 N/A 14,703 23,779
McMillan Road
Us 175 SH 310to IH 20 6 8 2026-2030 101,291 | 124,423
IH 45 to SH 310 6 (Frwy) | 6 (Pkwy) 2010-2019 106,770 | 22,599
uUs 287 US 67 to BU 287 4 4 N/A 31,294 62,336
BU 287 West end of 4 4 N/A 8,243 16,526
Midlothian bypass
to east end of
Midlothian bypass
West end of 2 4 2020-2025 12,508 26,084
Waxahachie
bypass to east end
Waxahachie
bypass
West end of Ennis | 4 4 N/A 12,116 24,292
bypass to IH 45
IH 45 to Paris 2 4 2020-2025 8,044 17,799
Street
Paris Street to 4 4 N/A 6,509 13,920
Arnold Street
Arnold Street to 2 4 2020-2025 6,136 14,228
IH 45
Loop 9 IH 20 to US 67 0 6 (Toll) 2026-2030 0 40,179
Loop 12 SH310to US 175 | 4 4 N/A 23,135 23,998
Spur 408 to 6 6 N/A 55,983 62,955
SH 310
IH 30 to Spur 408 | 8 8+2 2020-2025 152,799 | 180,194
(HOV-M/R)
Spur 303 Spur 408 to 6 6 N/A 8,242 11,724
Loop 12
Spur 366 US 75 to IH 35E 8 8 N/A 163,203 | 173,633
IH 35E to Beckley | 0 2010-2019 0 77,643
Avenue
Spur 408 IH 20 to Loop 12 6 6 N/A 102,400 | 121,993
SH 180 Loop 12to IH35E | 6 6 N/A 19,295 23,809
SH 310 IH 45 to Loop 12 4 4 N/A 15,971 20,577
Loop 12 to 6 6 N/A 27,478 30,921
Overton Road
Overton Road to 4 4 N/A 20,011 24,889
Us 175
SH 342 US 77 to 8" Street | 2 4 2020-2025 14,137 30,603
8" Street to 4 6 2009 11,599 | 28,170
Pleasant Run
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Table 2-3 Existing and Planned Roadways in Planning Area (continued)
Existing Future Completion 2007 2030
Roadway Limits Lanes Lanes Date Traffic Traffic
SH 342 Pleasant Run to 6 6 N/A 21,498 41,641
Loop 12
FM 1382 IH 20 to Clark 4 4 N/A 32,287 39,179
Road
Clark Road to 4 6 2010-2019 21,879 30,099
Strauss Road
Strauss Road to 4 4 N/A 31,226 50,687
uUs 67
Duncanville Road | 6 6 N/A 22,344 28,115
to US 67
Hampton Roadto | 4 6 2009 17,739 23,898
Duncanville Road
IH 35E to 4 4 N/A 20,724 22,472
Hampton Road
Belt Line Anderson Road to | 2 6 2010-2019 16,906 34,027
Road West Belt Line
Road
West Belt Line 4 6 2010-2019 17,293 35,080
Road to FM 1382
IH 35E to 4 4 N/A 8,841 16,351
Bluegrove Road
Bluegrove Road to | 2 6 2010-2019 6,340 12,919
Main Street
Main Street to 4 4 N/A 7,262 16,893
Nokomis Road
Nokomis Road to 2 0 2010-2019 6,915 0
Sunrise Road
Nokomis Road to 0 6 2010-2019 0 10,300
Pleasant Run
Road
Sunrise Road to 2 4 2010-2019 3,212 2,50
Summers Street
Summers Streetto | 4 4 N/A 4,632 9,336
IH 45
Camp FM 1382 to 4 6 2026-2030 19,858 38,737
Wisdom Turnout Lane
Road Turnout Lane to 2 6 2026-2030 9,089 18,869
Clark Road
Clark Road to 2 6 2009 6,908 15,416
Greenstone Lane
Greenstone Lane 6 6 N/A 6,524 11,690
to Main Street
Main Street to IH 4 4 N/A 3,082 6,079
20
IH 20 to SH 342 6 6 N/A 11,562 18,021
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Table 2-3 Existing and Planned Roadways in Planning Area (continued)
Existing Future Completion 2007 2030
Roadway Limits Lanes Lanes Date Traffic Traffic
Canton Pearl Expressway | 4 4 N/A 13,000 5,859
Street to Central
Expressway
Central 6 6 N/A 12,221 5,805
Expressway to
Good Latimer
EXxpressway
Central Pearl Street to 2 2 N/A 14,466 11,451
Expressway | Pacific Avenue
Pacific Avenueto | 4 6 2010-2019 24,487 22,707
Commerce Street
Commerce Street | 6 6 N/A 12,395 11,698
to Canton Street
Canton Street to 8 8 N/A 16,148 6,084
Marilla Street
Marilla Streetto IH | O 8 2020-2025 18,277 12,101
30
IH 30 to Corinth 2/3 6 2010-2019 4,224 12,539
Street
Corinth Street to 4 6 2010-2019 39,747 10,966
IH 45
Clark Road IH 20 to Crouch 6 6 N/A 33,652 53,213
Lane
Crouch Lane to 4 6 2010-2019 13,488 32,357
Wintergreen Road
Wintergreen Road | 4 4 N/A 8,529 19,593
to FM 1382
Cockrell Hill | Loop 12 to 6 6 N/A 44,823 47,864
Road Wintergreen Road
Wintergreen Road | 4 6 2020-2025 14,032 34,832
to FM 1382
FM 1382 to Loop 9 | 2 6 2010-2019 9,050 31,159
Commerce IH 345 to Central 5/4 5/4 N/A 54,194 44,822
Street (and | Expressway
couplet) Central 5 5 N/A 50,973 50,514
Expressway to
Houston Street
Houston Streetto | 4/3 4/3 N/A 40,600 50,339
IH 35E
IH 35E to 3/4 8 2020-2025 34,214 19,755
Riverfront
Boulevard
Riverfront 6 6 N/A 42,090 14,539
Boulevard to
Sylvan Avenue
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Table 2-3 Existing and Planned Roadways in Planning Area (continued)
Existing Future Completion 2007 2030
Roadway Limits Lanes Lanes Date Traffic Traffic
Continental IH 35E to Houston | 4 4 N/A 12,499 27,254
Boulevard Street
Corinth Central 4 4 N/A 12,519 13,699
Street Expressway to
Riverfront
Boulevard
Riverfront 4 6 2010-2019 28,975 29,909
Boulevard to
8" Street
8™ Street to Illinois | 6 6 N/A 16,691 21,275
Avenue
[llinois Avenue to 4 4 N/A 13,926 21,546
Saner Avenue
Danieldale Clark Road to 6 6 N/A 13,238 24,703
Road DeSoto city limits
DeSoto city limits 2 6 2010-2019 11,841 21,301
to Westmoreland
Road
Westmoreland 2 6 2020-2025 6,940 17,921
Road to Old
Hickory Trail
Old Hickory Trail 2 4 2020-2025 1,826 12,562
to IH 35E
Gaston Central 4 4 N/A 14,312 18,954
Avenue Expressway to
IH 345
Good IH 345 to Grand 6 6 N/A 13,888 19,930
Latimer Avenue
Expressway
Griffin Street | Spur 366 to Field 6 6 N/A 44,514 47,487
Street
Field Street to 5 5 N/A 23,925 24,298
Spur 366 off ramp
Spur 366 offramp | 6 6 N/A 23,449 30,912
to Memorial Drive
Memorial Driveto | 7 7 N/A 4,575 14,965
IH 30
Hampton IH 30 to Pleasant | 6 6 N/A 30,782 41,545
Road Run Road
Pleasant Run 4 4 N/A 16,193 27,415
Road to Beltline
Road
Beltline Road to 6 6 N/A 9,181 20,528
Bear Creek Road
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Table 2-3 Existing and Planned Roadways in Planning Area (continued)
Existing Future Completion 2007 2030
Roadway Limits Lanes Lanes Date Traffic Traffic
Harry Hines | Market Center 6 6 N/A 38,180 38,428
Boulevard Boulevard to Oak
Lawn Avenue
Oak Lawn Avenue | 6/6 6/6 N/A 90,578 93,851
to Wolf Street
Wolf Street to 6/5 6/5 N/A 86,178 88,177
Payne Street
Harwood IH 30 to Grand 4 4 N/A 8,678 11,102
Street Avenue
Houston Young Street to 5 5 N/A 15,450 7,232
Street Commerce Street
Commerce Street | 4 4 N/A 8,344 13,072
to Continental
Boulevard
Continental 6 6 N/A 6,763 6,309
Boulevard to
Victory Park Lane
Victory Park Lane | 4 4 N/A 4,788 5,356
to Victory Avenue
Illinois Loop 12 to 6 6 N/A 24,329 31,057
Avenue Southern Oaks
Boulevard
Southern Oaks 4 4 N/A 14,021 18,065
Boulevard to
SH 310
Irving Wycliff Avenueto | 6 6 N/A 20,842 18,599
Boulevard Market Center
Boulevard
Joe Wilson US 67 to 4 6 2010-2019 10,443 18,552
Road Parkerville Road
Parkerville Road 2 4 2010-2019 7,126 20,588
to Johnson Lane
Lake June SH 310 to 0 4 2020-2025 0 2,214
Road Pemberton Hill
Road
Pemberton Hill 2 4 2020-2025 5,195 7,855
Road to US 175
Lamar Pacific Avenue to 4 4 N/A 7,584 14,043
Street Commerce Street
Lancaster Main Street to 2 2 N/A 6,845 11,142
Road SH 342
Saner Avenue to 4 4 N/A 10,981 18,420
Loop 12
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Table 2-3 Existing and Planned Roadways in Planning Area (continued)
Existing Future Completion 2007 2030
Roadway Limits Lanes Lanes Date Traffic Traffic
Market Harry Hines 6 6 N/A 26,768 30,775
Center Boulevard to Irving
Boulevard Boulevard
Moody McKinnon Street 6 6 N/A 45,239 | 44,602
Street to Ross Avenue
Harry Hines 4 4 N/A 27,320 30,456
Boulevard to
McKinnon Street
Spur 366 to Harry | 6 6 N/A 13,597 22,129
Hines Boulevard
Mountain Grady Niblo Road | 4 6 2020-2025 12,629 23,543
Creek to IH 20
Parkway IH 20 to Christie 4 4 N/A 7,662 19,744
Lane
Christie Lane to 2 4 2020-2025 9,809 16,040
Clark Road
Oak Lawn Harry Hines to 6 6 N/A 47,329 76,256
Avenue Irving Boulevard
Pearl Pearl Street to 4 6 2010-2019 18,872 22,764
Expressway | Gaston Avenue
Gaston Avenueto |5 4 2010-2019 17,206 17,489
Commerce Street
Commerce Street | 4 4 N/A 9,728 11,331
to Wood Street
Wood Street to 3 4 2010-2019 3,934 7,592
Canton Street
Canton Street to 4 4 N/A 13,616 2,604
Marilla Street
Pearl Street | Ross Avenue to 6 6 N/A 23,790 32,850
Uus 75
Pleasant Belt Line Road to 2 6 2010-2019 3,407 14,198
Run Road IH 45
Riverfront Irving Boulevard to | 6 8 2020-2025 35,547 27,357
Boulevard Continental
Boulevard
Continental 6 8 2010-2019 41,548 28,033
Boulevard to
Commerce Street
Commerce Street | 6 8 2009 34,508 23,662
to IH 30
IH 30 to Corinth 6 8 2010-2019 18,743 29,007
Street
Corinth Street to 0 6 2010-2019 0 18,951
Park Road
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Table 2-3 Existing and Planned Roadways in Planning Area (continued)
Existing Future Completion 2007 2030
Roadway Limits Lanes Lanes Date Traffic Traffic
Riverfront Park Road to 0 4 2010-2019 0 18,951
Boulevard Trinity Pkwy
Simpson SH 342to SH310 | 6 6 N/A 6,236 14,996
Stuart Road
Trinity Sylvan Avenueto | O 6 2020-2025 |0 127,812
Parkway Spur 366
Spur366tolH45 |0 6 2010-2019 0 124,885
IH 45 to SH 310 0 6 2010-2019 0 153,111
Victory Payne Street to 4 4 N/A 3,050 1,530
Avenue Continental
Boulevard

Source: NCTCOG, Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment

As indicated in Figure 2-1, the existing roadway system within the Waxahachie Corridor
planning area is currently experiencing light congestion south of IH 30, moderate congestion
north of IH 30, and severe congestion in the downtown Dallas area. More specifically, in 2007
approximately 8.7 percent of the existing roadway sections in the planning area were at level-of-
service (LOS) D or E and 4.3 percent were at LOS F. LOS is a rating system used to measure
operating conditions such as freedom to maneuver, speed, comfort, convenience, and safety for
roadways based on operating conditions, with “A” being best and “F” worst. LOS ratings
estimate the maximum traffic a facility can accommodate under various operating conditions.
Table 2-4 shows the 2007 and 2030 performance measures calculated for the planning area
roadway network.
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Table 2-4 Planning Area Transportation Performance Measures

Performance Measures 2007 2030 % Change
Vehicle Miles of Travel per Day 18,347,234 | 29,033,727 58.2%
Vehicle Hours of Travel per Day 445,120 703,665 58.1%
Vehicle Hours of Congestion Delay per Day 48,868 96,343 97.1%
Lane Miles in Planning Area 4,206 5,199 23.6%
Percent Lane Miles at LOS D, E 2007 2030 % Change
Freeway/Toll Road 4.2% 6.4% 2.2%
Principal Arterial 1.8% 3.5% 1.7%
Minor Arterial 1.3% 1.9% 0.6%
Collector 0.5% 1.1% 0.6%
Freeway Ramps 0.3% 0.4% 0.1%
Frontage Roads 0.5% 0.8% 0.3%
HOV 0.1% 0.5% 0.4%
Total Roadway Network 8.7% 14.7% 6.0%
Percent Lane Miles at LOS F 2007 2030 % Change
Freeway/Toll Road 1.7% 2.8% 1.1%
Principal Arterial 0.9% 2.9% 2.0%
Minor Arterial 0.7% 1.1% 0.4%
Collector 0.4% 1.3% 0.9%
Freeway Ramps 0.4% 0.5% 0.1%
Frontage Roads 0.1% 0.8% 0.7%
HOV 0.0% 0.2% 0.2%
Total Roadway Network 4.3% 9.6% 5.3%

Source: NCTCOG DFWRTM, Equation: (2030-2007)/2007

As shown in Table 2-4, even with the addition of 993 lane miles of roadway, 14.7 percent of the
roadway sections in the planning area are projected to be at LOS D and E and 9.6 percent at
LOS F in 2030. The percentage of roadways experiencing LOS D and E or LOS F increase by
6.0 percent and 5.3 percent, respectively. As congestion worsens, drivers will increasingly use
arterials and local streets to avoid anticipated traffic and delays on freeways and toll roads.

In 2030, the planning area is expected to experience an increase in vehicles miles traveled
(VMT), vehicle hours traveled (VHT), and vehicle hours of congestion delay. Dallas Area Rapid
Transit (DART) currently operates all transit services provided within the planning area. DART
operates numerous bus routes, light rail, and commuter rail in the planning area. Current light
rail transit (LRT) lines that are in the DART 2030 Transit Plan include planned DART Red and
Blue Line extensions, the Orange Line, the downtown D2 Line, and the completion of the Green
Line. In the DART 2030 Financial Plan, only the Orange Line, Green Line, and the Blue Line
extension to the University of North Texas Dallas Campus will be funded by 2030. These LRT
lines operate in Dallas and serve only a portion of the Waxahachie Corridor planning area.
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The need for additional transportation facilities has been documented in Mobility 2030 - 2009
Amendment based on regionally approved demographic projects. Mobility 2030 - 2009
Amendment recommends the use of regional rail passenger service along the existing
Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF)/Union Pacific Railroad (UPPR) owned rail line from
Waxahachie to Union Station. Travel estimates were calculated to evaluate the existing
transportation system by assigning 2030 travel demand data to the 2030 roadway networks. As
shown in Chapter 1, Figure 1-2, the regional planning process strives to best allocate limited
financial resources by maintaining and operating existing facilities, improve the efficiencies of
existing facilities, reducing single-occupant vehicle trips, increasing transit strips, and increase
auto occupancy.

2.1.3 Sustainable Development Initiative

As identified in Section 2.1.1, the DFW urbanized area is forecasted to grow to almost 9.1
million people and 5.4 million jobs by the year 2030. This represents approximately a 79.7
percent increase in population and 62.0 percent increase in employment from 2000 to 2030.
The region’s population and employment densities are also expected to increase 41 percent
and 15 percent, respectively. In contrast, the population and employment densities in the
Waxahachie Corridor planning area are expected to increase 50 percent and 41 percent
respectively. While the densities of some urban areas within the region will increase, the region
continues to suburbanize. A driving factor in suburbanization is the availability of more
affordable housing options outside the four core counties.

Analysis of previous demographic growth trends include increased automobile ownership, more
single-occupant travel, increased suburbanization, and increased VMT in the region. These
challenges were recognized during the development of Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment. A
specific Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment objective is supporting sustainable development
though the direct link between land use, transportation, and air quality.

Market response to different transportation improvements and various land use types warrant
different transportation infrastructure. Combinations of transportation land use can lead to
substantially different travel behaviors. For example, higher densities, mixed land uses, and
increased transportation alternatives can reduce overall VMT.

Air quality is another critical issue for the DFW region. The US Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) has designated the DFW region as a nonattainment area for eight-hour ozone.
Encouraging developments throughout the region to adapt to emission controls could lead to
lower emissions and improve air quality.

NCTCOG conducted a series of demographic sensitivity analyses scenarios to assess the
potential impacts of alternative growth scenarios on the region between 2010 and 2030.
Historically, the DFW region has grown outward with new developments turning rural areas into
suburban municipalities. Within the alternative growth scenarios presented by NCTCOG,
households and employment locations were redistributed throughout the region to simulate
alternative market assumptions. In each scenario, population and employment growth occurring
between 2010 and 2030 were redistributed, while maintaining regional population and
employment control totals.
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Rail Scenario — Growth was shifted from rural areas to passenger rail station areas.

Infill Scenario — Growth was shifted from rural areas to infill areas along existing freeways
and toll roads.

Rail with County Control Totals (RCCT) Scenario — The control totals for each individual
county was maintained. Growth was shifted from rural areas to passenger rail-oriented
areas.

Vision North Texas (VNT) Scenario — Growth was distributed based on VNT participant
feedback.

forward Dallas! Scenario — Created for the City of Dallas, NCTCOG population and
employment growth occurring between 2010 and 2030 was redistributed based on the final
alternative demographic dataset created during the ‘forward Dallas!” Comprehensive Plan
process.

Table 2-5 reveals travel demand and air quality effects based on each scenario. Analysis
results indicate a strong correlation between passenger rail and VNT scenarios, both reducing
the greatest amounts of ozone emissions, VMT, and hours of delay in the region.

Table 2-5 Alternative Growth Scenarios Compared to Historical Growth Model

Data of Interest Rail _ Infill _ RCCT_ VNT_ forward

Scenario | Scenario | Scenario | Scenario | Dallas!
MPA Average of Trip Length -8% +3% -0.01%| -10.85% -2.9%
MPA Rail Transit Boardings +52% +9% +8%| +11.13% +7.4%
MPA Non-Rail Transit Boardings +29% +11% +5% | +15.98% +11%
MPA Vehicle Miles Traveled -6% -5% -1.2% -9.43% -2.2%
MPA Vehicle Hours Traveled -9% -7% -1.7%| -14.31% -5.7%
Total Vehicle Hours of Delay -24.0% -19.0% -4.0% -32.5% -14.5%
Lane Miles Needs -13.0% -10.0% -13.3%| -30.90% -32.1%
Financial Needs (billions) -$9.5 -$6.7 -$2.9 -$15.6 -$7.0
Roadway Pavement Needs (sg. mi.) -8.3 -6.5 -0.7 -9.8 -1.6
NOx Emissions -4.1% -3.9% -1.2% -8.47% -2.4%
VOC Emissions -5.3% -5.2% -1.5%| -11.02% -3.0%

Source: NCTCOG, Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment, April 2009

The alternative growth scenarios are presented as suggested alternatives municipalities could
incorporate into land use policies to improve regional transportation and environmental
conditions. Because federal, state, and local transportation agencies have no power to control
regional growth and land development, the MTP provides these alternatives as guidance to
local planners and developers to help local governments determine the most efficient way to
grow. By presenting these options, the land use planning initiative can be aligned with regional
transportation goals.

The region has established four basic sustainable development policy directions to promote an
important new direction in local development patterns:

e Utilize existing system capacity

e Improve rail mobility

e Promote mixed-use

e Improve access management
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These are based on an increased desire for a greater variety of transportation options, mixed-
use developments, and sustainable communities with a sense of place. If implemented, these
policies could lead to more sustainable development patterns and federal air quality standards
attainment for the region. Passenger rail within the Waxahachie Corridor supports these
policies.

2.1.4 System Linkage and Intermodal Connections

Passenger rail is an integral part of the DFW region’s MTP and provides a reliable
transportation system in North Central Texas. The proven ability of rail service to improve
mobility will play a crucial role in meeting future transportation needs. The Waxahachie Corridor
would link residents of northern Ellis County and southern Dallas County with numerous
transportation facilities in the region.

Additionally, the DFW region currently has over 48 miles of LRT and 35 miles of commuter rail
in operation. Several additional passenger rail projects are currently in construction or planning
phases. These projects include new regional rail services and LRT expansions with a regional,
line-haul focus. Currently, four rail lines would connect to the proposed Waxahachie Corridor
study area:

e The Trinity Railway Express (TRE) is a cooperative regional rail service provided by DART
and the Fort Worth Transportation Authority (The T). This system links a 35 mile route from
downtown Dallas, Dallas/Fort Worth International Airport (DFWIA), and downtown Fort
Worth with nine stations. The TRE operates two different vehicle types on this regional
commuter rail line: the Budd Rail Diesel Cars which are self-propelled vehicles and the GM
F59PH locomotives which are typical diesel-powered push-pull train set vehicles. The TRE
would intersect the Waxahachie Corridor at Union Station, the eastern terminus for the TRE
line and the northern terminus for the Waxahachie Corridor.

e The DART Red Line is currently in operation from Parker Road in Plano in the north to
Westmoreland in southern Dallas. The line travels over 28 miles passing through Oak ClIiff
and downtown Dallas and paralleling US 75 through Dallas, Richardson, and Plano. The
Red Line has the highest passenger rail service ridership in the region. The main
connection to the Waxahachie Corridor would occur at Union Station.

e The DART Blue Line is currently in operation from Downtown Garland to Ledbetter Station
in south Dallas, passing through downtown Dallas and sharing track with the DART Red
Line. The Blue Line travels approximately 11 miles (not including shared service with the
Red Line) over the entire track length and is scheduled for an extension into Rowlett to the
northeastern terminus. The main connection to the Waxahachie Corridor would be through
Union Station.

e The DART Green Line is currently in limited operation in the corridor running from Victory
Station to MLK Jr. Station, approximately 4 miles. The Green Line is in construction for the
remainder portion from the North Carrollton/Frankford Station in the northwest to the
Buckner Station in the southeast to be completed in December 2010. The total length of the
Green Line will be 29 miles. The main connection to the Waxahachie Corridor would be
through transfer to the Red/Blue Line at the West End Station, bicycle/pedestrian or bus
access from Union Station, or TRE Connection at Victory Station.
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2.2 PURPOSE

The primary Waxahachie Corridor purpose is to provide a passenger rail connection to the
higher density area of downtown Dallas by improving mobility, accessibility, and system
linkages to major employment, population, and activity centers. Passenger rail service
implementation within the Waxahachie Corridor would provide an alternative to roadway traffic
congestion in the planning area. A key Waxahachie Corridor component is to provide an
alternative means of transportation currently absent in the southern sector of the DFW region.
The rail service would connect the southern DFW area to the high economic density of
downtown Dallas while providing additional connections to other regional destinations via the
DART Red, Blue, and Green Lines and the TRE.

Regional demand for travel in the planning area is projected to increase along with congestion.
Project implementation would improve transit performance in the planning area by offering a
new, more reliable service. The project seeks to reduce peak period congestion levels and
improve regional air quality by increasing transportation modal options in the service area.

2.3 MISSION STATEMENT AND GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

As mentioned in Chapter 1, Section 1.1, the purpose of this study is to support implementation
of passenger rail service in the Waxahachie Corridor. To support this effort, corridor
stakeholders developed the following mission statement to guide the study:

Provide additional transportation choices connecting major activity centers from Ellis County to
Dallas County by efficiently developing safe, fiscally sound, environmentally conscious, and
regionally supported mobility improvement projects that support economic opportunities and
sustain or augment the quality of life and mobility for the citizens of the Dallas/Fort Worth
Metroplex.

The corridor stakeholders established a set of goals to support this mission statement and
transportation improvements in the Waxahachie Corridor. The goals and objectives respond to
the underlying transportation needs determined in this chapter. This study indentified the
following purposes for transportation improvements in the Waxahachie Corridor:

Goal: Enhance corridor mobility and accessibility

Objectives:

Provide connectivity to existing and planned passenger rail lines

Provide transportation investments that serve future population and employment growth
Improve access to existing and emerging major trip activity centers

Increase access to transit

Increase transit usage

Provide cost-effective options
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Goal: Encourage economic development

Objectives:

¢ Encourage potential employment opportunities

¢ Encourage potential economic development opportunities

e Ensure consistency with regional and local transportation and comprehensive plans
e Encourage strategies for development/redevelopment

Goal: Provide an environmentally-sensitive transit investment

Objectives:

¢ Minimize negative project effects to the community

e Minimize negative project effects to the built environment

e Minimize negative project impacts to natural and cultural resources
¢ Improve air quality
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3.0 DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

Chapter 3 discusses the alternatives developed for the Waxahachie Corridor Conceptual
Engineering and Funding Study (CE & FS). This chapter provides information on the vehicle
technology, alignment alternatives, service alternatives, potential stations, rail operations, bus
operations, and costs. The various alignment and service alternatives within the Waxahachie
Corridor were developed based on the set of corridor development conditions previously
discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.5, and information obtained from a variety of documents
including:

o North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG) Mobility 2030: The Metropolitan
Transportation Plan for the Dallas — Fort Worth Area — 2009 Amendment
(Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment)

o NCTCOG Regional Rail Corridor Study (RRCS)

e NCTCOG Rail North Texas (RNT)

Corridor stakeholders also contributed to alternatives development within the study area.
Information concerning each alternative was collected and presented to the stakeholders. A
decision regarding a preferred alternative will be determined in a subsequent study effort.

3.1 VEHICLE TECHNOLOGY

Evaluating potential vehicle technologies compatible with Waxahachie Corridor conditions is a
major study component. The primary objective is to select a cost-effective, efficient passenger
rail service vehicle technology sensitive to the needs and concerns of communities located in
the corridor. In previous study efforts, two vehicle types were examined based on service
strategies employed by Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) to determine the best approach to
provide passenger rail services in a new corridor. Based upon findings from previous efforts
and input received from Corridor Strategy Team Meeting participants, the vehicle technologies
considered appropriate for study in the Waxahachie Corridor are light rail transit (LRT), light rail
new technology (LRNT), and commuter rail.

3.1.1 Light Rail Transit

LRT vehicles provide medium- to high-capacity passenger service used for both short and
medium length trips typically from a center city to surrounding urban communities within a given
city or metropolitan area. LRT trains may employ a single car, but typically operate as a multi-
unit train. Maximum LRT train length is often determined by the minimum city block length to
avoid blocking vehicular traffic on surface cross streets. Light rail cars typically range in length
from approximately 50 feet to over 100 feet.

Currently, the seating capacity of a LRT vehicle within the DART system is 96 seats per car.
LRT vehicles accommodate standing passengers. Most LRT systems are implemented within
exclusive rights-of-way. However, LRT vehicles do not meet the Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) crash worthiness standards, and for this reason cannot operate on right-
of-way with freight traffic unless separated spatially or temporally. Capital cost for a LRT
system is estimated at $60 to $80 million per mile, with increased costs when large
infrastructure elements are needed, such as bridges, tunnels, etc.
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Recently, DART completed retrofitting their LRT vehicle fleet with the insertion of a low-floor,
center section. Transforming existing LRT vehicle fleet to Super Light Rail Vehicles (SLRV)
expands the LRT vehicle length from 92 feet, eight inches to 123 feet, eight inches. LRT
vehicles are powered by electricity from overhead wiring suspended from poles within the right-
of-way. The SLRV vehicle is currently the primary passenger rail vehicle in the DART system.

3.1.2 Light Rail New Technology

LRNT vehicles are envisioned as a new type of passenger rail conceived for the Dallas-Fort
Worth (DFW) region with application to other metropolitan areas. DART staff, in coordination
with the FRA, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and passenger rail industry leaders, is
currently developing LRNT vehicle specifications. Vehicle development efforts will ensure the
LRNT vehicle would meet the following criteria:

Noise and vibration consistent with SLRVs

Overall bulk (height, length, and width) within eight percent of a SLRV

Compliance with FRA design and safety regulations

Compliance with United States (US) Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Tier 4
requirements for non-road engine standards

The two primary differences between the conceptual LRNT vehicle and an existing SLRV are
vehicle propulsion and the ability to withstand crash with a freight train. The LRNT vehicle may
be powered by either an electric or non-electric engine and would not be powered by overhead
wiring equipment. LRNT vehicles would be designed to provide passenger rail service within
suburban areas and to connect these areas to central cities. LRNT trains are conceived to be
one to four cars in length, with a per car capacity of 120 to 200 passengers, including standees.

Initially, service may be offered only during peak travel periods. As the system matures, service
could be operated throughout the weekday and weekends. Estimated capital costs for a LRNT
system range from $20 to $40 million per mile. New Jersey Transit Riverline, Austin Capital
MetroRail, and soon the Denton County Transportation Authority (DCTA) A-train (currently
under construction) are examples of systems employing a form of LRNT vehicle technology;
however, these system vehicles are not FRA crash worthiness compliant and thus are unable to
operate on tracks shared with freight trains without a variance.

3.1.3 Commuter Rail

Commuter rail systems are designed to provide passenger service over longer distances
normally extending 10 to 50 miles from the center city. Services could be city-to-city or center
city to suburban region.

Commuter rail vehicles normally consist of a push-pull locomotive and several single or bi-level
passenger cars. The dimensions of a commuter rail passenger car are typically 60 to 80 feet
long, 10 to 11 feet wide, allowing for a seating capacity of 60 to 170 passengers. The larger
passenger car provides more seating capacity and less standing room than a typical LRT
vehicle. Commuter rail passenger cars are typically propelled by a separate diesel or electric
locomotive engine. Most commuter rail systems are implemented within existing railroad right-
of-way sharing tracks with freight trains. Commuter rail vehicles meet FRA crash worthiness
standards.
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Typical capital cost estimates for commuter rail lines range up to $25 million per mile,
depending upon existing track infrastructure condition and available right-of-way. The Virginia
Railway Express servicing suburban Washington, D.C. and the Long Island Railroad servicing
suburban New York City are city-to-suburb commuter rail examples. Commuter rail is often
employed to connect one central city to another if the cities are in close proximity. The Trinity
Railway Express (TRE) connecting Dallas and Fort Worth is an example of a city-to-city
commuter rail system. Table 3-1 provides a vehicle technology summary.

Table 3-1 Vehicle Technologies Considered

e Connects urban communities with CBD and
urban activity centers

e Vehicles are electrically powered from
overhead wires

e Capable of running in street or on exclusive
right-of-way

e Vehicles are not FRA crash compliant

Light
Rail

e Connects suburban communities to activity
centers, LRT corridors, and city centers
Vehicles are similar in size to LRT vehicles

e Service may operate on shared tracks with
freight railroads and on exclusive right-of-way

e Self-propelled passenger vehicles

Light Rail
New
Technology

e Used for passenger rail services between
downtown and distant suburbs (Long Island,
New York)

e Used to connect large central cities (West
Palm Beach/Fort Lauderdale/Miami in south
Florida and Dallas/Fort Worth in north Texas)

e Service may be on tracks shared with freight
railroad operations

¢ Vehicles are FRA crash compliant

e Service provided by equipment generally
characterized as “push-pull”

Commuter
Rail

Source: DART, 2010 and NCTCOG, September 2009
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3.2 DEFINITION OF ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES
3.2.1 Alignment Alternatives

Previous studies have identified two distinct alignments with a slight variation of station
locations. Various station locations were identified in alignment alternatives development.
Generally, the CE & FS incorporates an alignment following the existing railroad right-of-way, as
was done in previous corridor study efforts. Alignments on new right-of-way were not
considered due to anticipated difficulty in acquiring needed right-of-way and potentially greater
social, economic, and natural environment impacts. The final terminus for the DART Blue Line
extension to Southport may require an additional connection on new right-of-way. This will be
reviewed in later studies if the alternatives that terminated at Southport are considered for
further analysis.

Additionally, the use of a light rail vehicle was removed from further study in the CE & FS.
Previous studies had considered light rail in comparison to a commuter rail or other new
technology and it was determined in those studies that light rail would not be cost effective for
the distance needed to travel. To support these findings, light rail vehicles were considered at
the start of the CE & FS study, despite the large increase in cost. All stakeholders involved in
the project did not support a light rail option. Due to increased cost and lack of stakeholder
support, this light rail vehicle option was removed from further study in the CE & FS.

3.2.2 Grade Separations

Within the Waxahachie Corridor, 10 of 49 total roadway crossings are grade separated.
Additional traffic analyses and travel demand forecast modeling will be required for each at-
grade crossing in the next project development phase. A grade separation analysis would
determine if the addition of passenger rail service would increase vehicle queuing or decrease
roadway level-of-service (LOS) to levels warranting grade separation. A cursory analysis for
grade separations uses three criteria to identify if a roadway could receive a grade separation.
These criteria include roadways with 40,000 vehicles per day or greater, six lanes or greater, or
four lines divided or greater. This analysis provides only basic criteria and a detailed grade
separation analysis would be performed in future studies. Table 3-2 provides a list of current or
proposed roadways in the Waxahachie Corridor meeting one or more of the basic criteria for
grade separations based on year 2030 model results identified in Mobility 2030 - 2009
Amendment. More detailed analyses would be performed in future studies to determine if these
grade separations are warranted. DART established a policy by resolution in 1997 regarding
grade separation. The resolution outlines criteria similar to those used in this study for
warranting grade separation of roadway intersections for DART capital projects.

Table 3-2 Potential Grade Separations
Street 40,000+ VPD 6+ Lanes | 4-Lane Divided
FM 664 (Ovilla Road) X X
Loop 9 Southeast [Future] X
Overton Road X
Simpson Stuart Road X
Stacy Road X X
Trinity Parkway [Future] X X

Source: Mobility 2030 - 2009 Amendment travel demand model (DFWRTM version 3.3.1)
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3.2.3 Termini

Termini for the Waxahachie Corridor are located at stations where multiple passenger rail lines
intersect or at end of the line stations. A terminus located at a transit rail hub allows passengers
to transfer between multiple passenger rail lines. Within the Waxahachie Corridor the potential
transit rail hub is Union Station, the northern terminus. At this station riders could connect to the
DART Red or Blue Line LRT to reach various downtown Dallas or other destinations along
these lines north, east, or south. A connection to the TRE is available at Union Station and
would allow travelers to connect to various destinations west of Dallas.

The southern terminus will be an end of the line station for this corridor. The Waxahachie
central business district (CBD) could be designed to serve local residents as a destination
station. A small park-and-ride could be utilized for passengers boarding and alighting at this
station.

3.2.4 Right-of-Way

The existing Waxahachie Corridor right-of-way extends from Waxahachie to Dallas, a distance
of approximately 30.9 route miles. Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) owns the right-of-way
from the Waxahachie CBD station to Forest Lane/MLK Boulevard; north of Forest Lane/MLK
Boulevard to Union Station is owned by the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR). The right-of-way
width is generally 100 feet with variations along the corridor. Figure 3-1 shows the track
ownership within the proposed corridor.

3.2.5 Operating Rights

BNSF has the main operating and dispatching rights through the majority of the corridor.
Through the northern portion of the project (Forest Lane to