SETRAC

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COMMITTEE (TPC) MEETING

JEFFERSON-ORANGE-HARDIN
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION STUDY (JOHRTS) AREA

Please join us for a JOHRTS TPC meeting on:

Thursday, July 28, 2022
10:00 a.m.

I. ROLL CALL OF VOTING MEMBERS AND CERTIFICATION OF A QUORUM

II. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA

I11.  PUBLIC COMMENTS

Iv. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING (June 9, 2022)

v. REPORT ON THE STATUS OF TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ACTIVITIES

Bob Dickinson — Director, Transportation and Environmental Resources, SETRPC
Adam Jack — Director, Transportation Planning & Development, TxDOT— Beaumont District

vI. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE “"DRAFT” JOHRTS FY 2023 UNIFIED
PLANNING WORK PROGRAM (UPWP)

Bob Dickinson — Director, Transportation and Environmental Resources, SETRPC

vil. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT CONTROL
TOTALS FOR UPDATING THE JOHRTS TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL (TDM) AN
INTEGRAL PART OF DEVELOPING OUR JOHRTS METROPOLITAN
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (MTP)-2050

Bob Dickinson — Director, Transportation and Environmental Resources, SETRPC




VIIL.

IX.

XL

REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE “DRAFT"” JOHRTS BICYCLE PLAN (2040)
SOUTH EAST TEXAS

Bob Dickinson — Director, Transportation and Environmental Resources, SETRPC

OTHER BUSINESS

SET NEXT MEETING DATE

ADJOURNMENT




MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION
PLANNING MINUTES
OF THE

JEFFERSON-ORANGE-HARDIN
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION STUDY (JOHRTS) AREA
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COMMITTEE (TPC)

DATE: June 09, 2022
TIME: 10:00 a.m.
PLACE: South East Texas Regional Planning Commission (SETRPC)

(In Person, Virtual and Live Stream Meeting)

I. ROLL CALL OF VOTING MEMBERS AND CERTIFICATION OF QUORUM

Commissioner Johnny Trahan, Orange County, called the meeting to order, welcomed
guests and requested introductions.

II. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
Commissioner Trahan, called for a motion to adopt the agenda as presented.
Commissioner L. W. Cooper, Hardin County, made the motion, Mr. Taylor Shelton,
Public Works Director, City of Port Neches, seconded the motion which carried
unanimously.

III. PUBLIC COMMENTS

No public comments.

IV. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING — March 23, 2022

Commissioner Trahan, called for a motion to adopt the minutes as presented. Mr.
Taylor Shelton, Public Works Director, City of Port Neches, made the motion,
Commissioner L. W. Cooper, Hardin County, seconded the motion which carried
unanimously.
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REPORT ON THE STATUS OF TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ACTIVITIES
Bob Dickinson, Director, Transportation and Environmental Resources
Adam Jack — Director, Transportation Planning & Development, TxDOT— Beaumont District

The South East Texas Regional Planning Commission — Metropolitan Planning
Organization (SETRPC-MPO) staff continued work on the following activities:

. SETRPC staff participated in a virtual TEMPO meeting on Wednesday, April 13, 2022.

. SETRPC staff held a Regional Public Transportation Coordination Steering Committee meeting
on Thursday, April 21, 2022 at 10:00 a.m.

. SETRPC staff held 4 virtual and live public meetings during the second week of May to give the
public the opportunity to comment on the "DRAFT” JOHRTS FY 2023-2026 TIP and the
“"DRAFT"” JOHRTS MTP-2045 Amendment #4.

. SETRPC staff attended the TxDOT sponsored Transportation Planning Conference on May 2-4,
2022 in Houston.

. SETRPC staff held a Hike and Bike update meeting on Thursday, May 19, 2022 at 3:00 p.m. at
the MCM Elegante Hotel.

. SETRPC staff continues to work with TxDOT-Beaumont District, TXDOT TP&P staff, WSP-USA
Inc., our transportation planning consultant, and Texas A&M Transportation Institute on the

first part of the JOHRTS MTP-2050 which is to update the 2045 Travel Demand Model to the
horizon year 2050.

. SETRPC staff held a JOHRTS Technical Committee Meeting on Thursday, May 26, 2022 at
10:00 a.m.

Adam Jack, Director, Transportation Planning and Development, TxDOT — Beaumont District,
updated the members on their progress:

e 10/69 Eastex — Work on detailed plan set beginning (Let date May 2024)
e US 69 Corridor
o Getting a consultant on board to start working on the schematic and environmental
clearance for the section that will go around Lumberton.
e SH 105 from Jefferson Co Line to Sour Lake — Current let date of January 2027
e US 69 Cardinal Drive Widening (I-10 to SH 347) — Current let date of January 2027
e Transportation Alternatives Call for Projects — call for project around October 2022
e 2023 Unified Transportation Program development — Commission approval in August.
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VI.

VII.

PRESENTATION ON “"DRAFT” SETRPC-MPO HIKE AND BIKE PLAN 2040
Bob Dickinson, Director, Transportation and Environmental Resources
Jim Webb, President — The Goodman Corporation

Mr. Dickinson, Director, Transportation & Environmental Resources, SETRPC, introduced
Mr. Jim Webb, Chief Executive Officer, The Goodman Corporation. Mr. Webb is part of
the transportation consulting firm hired to develop the Hike and Bike Plan. He then
gave the floor to Mr. Webb to begin his presentation.

Mr. Webb spoke about the plan which has been in development for several years and
was initiated by another consulting firm. The Goodman Corporation was tasked with
updating the information and maps as well as prepare a document appropriate for
regional approval. They were also tasked with developing a bicycle project organization
tool. This tool focuses on a series of inputs looking at safety, connectivity,
environmental justice, human built environment, opportunities for partnership and
collaboration with bus drivers. These projects were then placed into a prioritization
matrix and came out with 20 corridors throughout the region.

Mr. Adam Jack, Director of Transportation Planning and Development, TXDOT made the
comment that they need to look at Hardin County from 787 to 1293 to Kountze and
suggested adding that connection. He also mentioned that the Texas Bicycle Tourism
Network information is available on the TPP Statewide Planning Map.

A "DRAFT” copy of the Hike and Bike Plan (page 10) can be found on our website by
clicking on this link: https://www.setrpc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/0-Binder1-
compressed.pdf

REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE "DRAFT” JOHRTS METROPOLITAN

TRANSPORTATION PLAN (MTP-2045) AMENDMENT #4
Bob Dickinson, Director, Transportation and Environmental Resources
Bill Frawley, Texas A&M Transportation Institute, Research Scientist, Texas A&M TTI - Arlington

Mr. Bob Dickinson explained that when they develop a new Transportation
Improvement Program, it is imperative that the information for all projects is included in
the plan. He stated that there are no new added capacity project but that the
amendment is to show the minor revisions to some of the current projects.

Commissioner Trahan, called for a motion to adopt the "DRAFT” JOHRTS MTP-2045
Amendment #4 as presented. Commissioner L. W. Cooper, Hardin County, made the
motion, Mr. Taylor Shelton, Public Works Director, City of Port Neches, seconded the
motion which carried unanimously.
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VIII.

IX.

XI.

REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE “"DRAFT” JOHRTS FY 2023-2026

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP)
Bob Dickinson, Director, Transportation and Environmental Resources

Mr. Bob Dickinson explained that every few years, all MPOs in the state of Texas are
required to develop a new Transportation Improvement Program Document. This
document will cover the period of September 1, 2022 to August 31, 2026. As stated for
the MTP amendment #4, there are no new added capacity projects in this TIP.

Commissioner Trahan, called for a motion to adopt the "DRAFT” JOHRTS FY 2023-2026
Transportation Improvement Program as presented. Commissioner L. W. Cooper,
Hardin County, made the motion, Mr. Taylor Shelton, Public Works Director, City of Port
Neches, seconded the motion which carried unanimously.

REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF RESOLUTIONS TO ADOPT AND ADDRESS THE
TRANSPORTATION AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY REQUIREMENTS ON THE JOHRTS
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN (MTP-2045) AMENDMENT #4 AND THE
JOHRTS FY 2023-2026 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP)

Bob Dickinson, Director, Transportation and Environmental Resources

Commissioner Trahan, called for a motion to adopt both resolutions as presented.
Commissioner L. W. Cooper, Hardin County, made the motion, Mr. Taylor Shelton,
Public Works Director, City of Port Neches, seconded the motion which carried
unanimously.

REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF RESOLUTION ADOPTING PM3 TRAVEL TIME SYSTEM
PERFORMANCE RELIABILITY TARGETS ESTABLISHED BY THE TEXAS DEPARTMENT

OF TRANSPORTATION
Bob Dickinson, Director, Transportation and Environmental Resources

Commissioner Trahan, called and made a motion to adopt the PM3 Travel Time System
Performance Reliability Targets as presented. Commissioner L. W. Cooper, Hardin
County, seconded the motion which carried unanimously.

REVIEW AND DISCUSSION ON THE ADMINISTRATIVE MODIFICATION TO THE
JOHRTS METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN — 2045, AMENDMENT #3
Bob Dickinson, Director, Transportation and Environmental Resources

Mr. Dickinson explained that the public participation process requires us to inform the
committee of any administrative modifications to the MTP. He made the members
aware that Port Arthur Transit has received some funds to install a new electric
charging station to support the new electric busses.
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XI1I. REVIEW AND DISCUSSION ON THE ADMINISTRATIVE MODIFICATIONS TO THE
JOHRTS FY 2021-2024 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP).
Bob Dickinson, Director, Transportation and Environmental Resources

As mentioned in the previous agenda item, Mr. Dickinson informed the members that
Port Arthur Transit has received funding to install new electric charging stations to
support the new electric busses and this project will be added to the JOHRTS FY 2021-
2024 Transportation Improvement Program.

XIII. OTHER BUSINESS

No other business to discuss

XIV. SET NEXT MEETING DATE

The next meeting date is set for Thursday, July 28, 2022.

XV. ADJOURNMENT

Commissioner Johnny Trahan, Orange County, adjourned the meeting at 10:37 a.m.
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MEMBERS PRESENT

Brandon Belaire
Don Surratt
Johnny Trahan
Kelvin Knauf
L.W. Cooper
Martin Gonzalez
Taylor Shelton
Vernon Pierce

GUESTS PRESENT
Adam Jack

Ana Mijares, P.E.
Butch Babineaux
Jennifer Pate

Jim Webb

Mark Allen
Raymond Sanchez
Sarah Dupre
Scott Ayers

Todd Carlson

SETRPC STAFF PRESENT

Bob Dickinson
Jimmie Lewis

Lucie Michaud

Roadway Engineer, City of Beaumont

Mayor, City of Lumberton

Commissioner, Orange County

Director Planning & Comm. Dev., City of Orange
Commissioner, Hardin County

District Engineer, TXDOT

Public Works Director, City of Port Neches
Commissioner, Jefferson County

Director Transportation Planning & Development, TxDOT —
Beaumont District
Deputy District Engineer, TXDOT — Beaumont District
Engineering Market Leader, Fenstermaker
Director Community Relations, Gulf Coast
Chief Executive Officer, The Goodman Corporation
County Judge, Jasper County
MPO Field Representative, TXDOT
Public Information Officer, TxDOT
Planning Engineer, TXDOT — Beaumont District
Research Scientist, Texas A&M — Transportation Institute

Director, Transportation and Environmental Resources
Transportation Planner, Transportation and
Environmental Resources

Administrative Assistant, Transportation and
Environmental Resources
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SETReC

STATUS ON SETRPC-MPO PLANNING ACTIVITIES

July 28, 2022

The South East Texas Regional Planning Commission — Metropolitan Planning Organization
(SETRPC-MPO) staff continued work on the following activities:

1. SETRPC staff held a Regional Public Transportation Coordination Steering Committee
meeting on Wednesday, July 6, 2022.

2. SETRPC staff participated in a JOHRTS Project Team Kickoff meeting pertaining to the
JJOHRTS Travel Surveys — 2022 on Wednesday, July 6, 2022.

3. SETRPC staff participated in a virtual Technical Working Group Advisory Committee
meeting on Thursday, July 7, 2022.

4. SETRPC staff attended a TEMPO meeting in Austin on Tuesday, July 12, 2022.

5. SETRPC staff held a JOHRTS Technical Committee Meeting on Thursday, July 14,
2022.

6. SETRPC staff continues to work with TxDOT-Beaumont District, TXDOT TP&P staff,
WSP-USA Inc., our transportation planning consultant, and Texas A&M Transportation
Institute on the first part of the JOHRTS MTP-2050 which is to update the 2045
Travel Demand Model to the horizon year 2050.

President - Terri Gauthier, Bridge City | 1st VP - Michael Sinegal, Jefferson County | 2nd VP - Wayne McDaniel, Hardin County
3rd VP - Johnny Trahan, Orange County | 4th VP - Mark Allen, Jasper County | 5th VP - Glenn Johnson, Port Neches
Treasurer - Kimberly Cline, Lumberton | Secretary - Amanda Gates, Kirbyville

Executive Director - Shanna Burke

2210 Eastex Freeway Beaumont, Texas 77703-4929
(409) 899-8444 | (409) 347-0138 fax

setrpc@setrpc.org | http://www.setrpc.org


mailto:setrpc@setrpc.org

SETRPC

DATE: JULY 28, 2022

TO: JEFFERSON-ORANGE-HARDIN REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION
STUDY (JOHRTS) TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COMMITTEE
(TPC)

FROM: BOB DICKINSON, DIRECTOR

TRANSPORTATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES DIVISION
SUBJECT:  “DRAFT” JOHRTS FY 2023 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM
Please find enclosed for your review and approval the "DRAFT” JOHRTS FY 2023 Unified
Planning Work Program (UPWP) for the South East Texas Regional Planning Commission-

Metropolitan Planning Organization (SETRPC-MPO).

The “"DRAFT” JOHRTS FY 2023 UPWP describes the transportation planning activities to
be undertaken by the SETRPC-MPO from October 1, 2022 to September 30, 2023.

If any questions arise, please do not hesitate to contact Bob Dickinson at 409 899-8444
x7520 or bdickinson@setrpc.org.

President - Terri Gauthier, Bridge City | 1st VP - Michael Sinegal, Jefferson County | 2nd VP - Wayne McDaniel, Hardin County
3rd VP - Johnny Trahan, Orange County | 4th VP - Mark Allen, Jasper County | 5th VP - Glenn Johnson, Port Neches
Treasurer - Kimberly Cline, Lumberton | Secretary - Amanda Gates, Kirbyville

Executive Director - Shanna Burke

2210 Eastex Freeway Beaumont, Texas 77703-4929
(409) 899-8444 | (409) 347-0138 fax

setrpc@setrpc.org | http://www.setrpc.org
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Prepared by the South East Texas Regional Planning Commission-Metropelitan Planning Organization
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The preparation of this report was funded in part through grants from the Federal Highway
Administration and the Federal Transit Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation, under
the Stat Planning and Research Program, Section 505 [or Metropolitan Planning Program,
Section 104(f)] of Title 23, U.S. Code. The contents of this report do not necessarily state.or reflect
the official views or policy of the U.S. Department of Transportation.
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FY 2023 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM
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INTRODUCTION

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
issue Statewide and Metropolitan Transportation Planning«ules. These rules provide for
State and local flexibility in administering the transportation, planning process and allow for
State and Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQO) planning processes that comply with
applicable federal laws and regulations. The, FHWAJETA, and the Texas Department of
Transportation (TxDOT) require the SouthyEast Texas'Regional Planning Commission-
Metropolitan Planning Organization (SETRPC-MPO) to publish a Unified Planning Work
Program (UPWP) that providesta statement,of work with a budget identifying the planning
priorities and activities that will be conducted for a given one-year period.

The FY 2023 UPWP was developed in accordance with the Metropolitan Transportation
Planning rules, which wereshaped by the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
(ISTEA), the Transpertation,Equity Actfor the 21° Century (TEA-21), and the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-
LU) and the MovingsAhead for Progress in the 215t Century (MAP-21). Additionally, the
UPWP was developedin aceordance with requirements from the most recent
transportation'legislation, Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act (FAST Act).

A. PURPOSE

The Unified'Planning Work Program (UPWP) for the JOHRTS area is a federally required
document describing the transportation planning activities to be undertaken in the JOHRTS
area for a given one-year period. The FY 2023 UPWP covers the period from October 1,
2022 to September 30, 2023.

Planning of various modes of transportation by separate agencies without a common goal
or without coordination of effort may result in an ineffective and inadequate transportation
system. All forms of transportation are interrelated and mustinteract properly to provide a
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coordinated transportation system. Therefore, planning of coordinated, multimodal
transportation systems in the southeast Texas region is an important component of the
comprehensive planning process for the JOHRTS area.

This annual UPWP is prepared for the specific purpose of showing the various
transportation planning activities that are expected to be accomplished in the coming year.
Each activity will be integrated into the JOHRTS comprehensive transportation planning
process.

The following ten planning factors, identified in MAP-21, are required to be considered in
the metropolitan transportation planning process and the UPWP includes tasks,that allow
for continuous evaluation of community needs in relation to these factors:

1) Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by
enabling global competitiveness, productivitypandiefficiency;

2) Increase the safety of the transpertation system for motorized and
non-motorized users;

3) Increase the security of the transportation, system for motorized and
non-motorized users;

4) Increase the accessibility and mobility of\people and for freight;

5) Protect and enhance the envitonment, promote energy conservation,
improve the quality of life, and premote consistency between
transportation improvements and State and local planned growth and
economic development patterns;

6) Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system,
across.and between modes, for people and freight;

7) Promote efficient systemymanagement and operation;

8) Emphasize theypreservation of the existing transportation system;

9) Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and
reduce or mitigate storm water impacts of surface transportation;

10) Enhance travel'and tourism.

Also,"MAP-21outlined requirements related to performance measures. These measures
were carried forward in the FAST Act. The establishment of performance targets and
measures at the National, State, and local levels ensure that all levels of government are
being consistent in their efforts to provide transportation services. Each Metropolitan
Planning Organization must establish targets that meet the following performance measures:
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Goal Area National Goal

Safety To achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and
serious injuries on all public roads

Infrastructure To maintain the highway infrastructure asset system ina

Condition state of good repair

Congestion To achieve a significant reduction in congestion on the

Reduction National Highway System

System Reliability | To improve the efficiency of the surface transpertation
system

Freight Movement | To improve the national freight network, strengthen the

and Economic ability of rural communities to access\nationaland

Vitality international trade markets, and suppaort regional
economic development

Environmental To enhance the performance of the transportation system

Sustainability while protecting and enhancing the naturalenvironment

Reduced Project | To reduce project costs,; promote jobs and the economy,
Delivery Delays and expedite thefmovement,of people and goods by
accelerating project completion through eliminating
delays in the'project.development and delivery process,
inclading reducingyregulatory burdens and improving
agencies’ work practices

By incorporating these performance measures, the MPO can track improvements towards
the accomplishment of important outcomes for the area. The JOHRTS-MPO, intends to
develop specific performance targets in coordination with the State, in addition to the local
transit providers,/Beaumont,Municipal Transit and Port Arthur Transit. The performance
targets will begaken intoyaccount throughout the development of all plans completed by the
MPOineluding the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), Transportation Improvement
Plan (TIP),"and the UPWP; furthermore, the targets will be considered throughout the
developmentand selection of projects.

Citizen invelvement remains an important component of the transportation planning
process in the JOHRTS area. The SETRPC-MPO uses the JOHRTS Public Participation
Plan (PPP) and Title VI/Environmental Justice Program to enhance the planning process
for citizen participation in southeast Texas. Both programs inform and educate local
citizens on transportation planning issues and encourage participation in the transportation
planning process. Additionally, the programs provide opportunities for the contribution of
ideas and opinions in the preparation of all transportation plans and programs in the
JOHRTS area. The JOHRTS PPP and the Title VI/Environmental Justice Program ensure
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opportunities to increase communication and dialogue between decision-makers and the
public.

B. DEFINITION OF AREA

According to the 2020 Census, the JOHRTS area has an approximate population of
397,565 persons with Jefferson County having 256,526 persons, Orange County having
84,808 persons, and Hardin County having 56,231 persons. This is a slight inerease of
0.46% in population since the 2010 Census. The JOHRTS area (shown in Appendix B)
contains the Beaumont and Port Arthur urbanized areas and is characterized by
agricultural, industrial, and low-density residential and commercial land uses. “With the
addition of Jasper County the new total of the JOHRTS area is, now(430,545.

The SETRPC-MPO receives Transportation Planning Funds (TPF) for.the JOHRTS area
and can only use these funds for transportation planning activities‘eccurring within the
area’s boundary. The following cities are located within the JOHRTSarea:

e Beaumont e Bevil Oaks e /Bridge City

e China e Groves e Kountze

e Lumberton e Nederland e Nome

e Orange e Pine Forest e Pinehurst

e Port Arthur o PortiNeches e Rose City

e Rose Hill Acres e Silsbee e SourLake

e Taylor Landing e Vidor e West Orange

C. ORGANIZATION

The SETRPC, a voluntary association of local governments, was organized in June 1970
and designated asithe MPO for'southeast Texas in May 1974. In cooperation with TxDOT
and local governments,the SETRPC-MPO is responsible for developing and maintaining
the UPWP, the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MiIP); ensuring that all local planning efforts are compatible with
comprehensive plans in the region; and providing staff support for the JOHRTS
Transpertation Planning Committee (TPC) and the JOHRTS Technical Committee.

The SETRPC=MPO transportation planning committee is responsible for ensuring that local
concerns are incorporated into all transportation planning decisions and all regional
transportation plans and programs are the result of a continuing, comprehensive, and
cooperative process, as required by Section 134 of Title 23, United States Code.

The JOHRTS TPC, in coordination with the MPO staff, manages the SETRPC-MPO and
directs all MPO transportation planning activities. The TPC ensures that MPO
transportation plans and programs are consistent with the goals and objectives of all
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comprehensive plans in the JOHRTS area. Participating agencies at all levelsare
encouraged to cooperate and coordinate their work efforts with the JOHRTS TPC.
Appendix A includes a listing of the JOHRTS TPC members.

The JOHRTS Technical Committee is an advisory committee to the JOHRTS TPC. The
JOHRTS Technical Committee works with SETRPC-MPO staff in preparing planning
documents, formulating policies, supervising consultants and providing technical support
for transportation studies. The SETRPC-MPO subcommittees are composed of
representatives of the cities, counties, and other interested parties within the JOHRTS area
and meet on an ad hoc basis. (Appendix A)
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D.
The SETRPC-MPO includes private sector participation in several major tasks of the

transportation
planning and
administrative

Professional P U B LI c transportation

| Transportation
P

lanning
Committee
Elected officials from each
local government and
appropriate State and
Federal offices

Technical
Committee
Local professionals
involved in some
aspect of the

SETRPC-
MPO

system (public works
directors, public
transportation
operators, urban
planners, engineers,
etc.)

staff

Special Subcommittees

Organized from the Technical

Committee, MPO staff and

otherinterested parties to
deal with specific

’~ transportation issues

PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT

UPWP. These services are primarily used throughout the JOHRTS MTP process and are

utilized for other planning activities as necessary. The SETRPC-MPO utilizes the
SETRPC’s Procurement Policy to guide the procurement process.
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E. PLANNING ISSUES AND EMPHASIS

The FY 2023 UPWP’s ongoing goal consists of addressing the transportation planning
provisions of MAP-21. While the implementation of the FAST Act continues to develop at
the Federal and State level, the SETRPC-MPO will continue to incorporate the various
components of the FAST Act that have been required to date and will continue to add
components of MAP-21 into the metropolitan transportation planning process in the
JOHRTS area, updating plans and programs as necessary to comply with newgpolicies and
regulations.

In southeast Texas, the petrochemical facilities, power plants, automobiles, and vegetation
produce volatile organic compound (VOC) and nitrogen oxide,(NOx) emissions that
contribute to the formation of ozone, a harmful gas that degrades the quality of the air and
damages the atmosphere. The 1990 Federal Clean Air Act amendments authorized the
EPA to designate areas failing to meet the National Ambient AirQuality Standard (NAAQS)
for ozone as nonattainment for the standard. Although the SETRPC-MPO promotes the
development of transportation projects and programs that reducesVOC and NOx
emissions, which decreases the formation of ozone, it haspreviously been classified as
nonattainment according to the standards set forth by the EPA.

The Beaumont-Port Arthur ozone maintenance areay(Hardin, Jefferson, and Orange
Counties) was redesignated from nonattainment to attainment-maintenance for the 1998
eight-hour ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS), effective November 19,
2010. The area was initially designated attainment/unclassifiable for the subsequent 2008
and 2015 eight-hour ozone NAAQS and remainstin attainment for both standards. When
the 1997 eight-hour ozone NAAQS was revoked by the EPA, transportation conformity
requirements for that standard were also revoked (effective April 6, 2015). Due to its
designation as attainmeént/unclassifiable for the 2008 and 2016 eight-hour ozone NAAQS,
the Beaumont-Port"Arthurarea has not been subject to transportation conformity
requirements since 2015.

On February 16,2018, the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit issued@n opinioniin the case South Coast Air Quality Management District v. EPA,
882 E«3d,1138 (South,Coast IlI). The case was a challenge to EPA’s 2008 eight-hour ozone
NAAQS State Implementation Plan (SIP) requirements rule (80 FR 12264), which revoked
the 1997 eight=hournozone NAAQS as part of implementing the more stringent 2008 eight-
hour ozone NAAQS. The court’s decision vacated parts of the EPA’s 2008 eight-hour
ozone NAAQS SIP requirements rule, including waiving requirements for transportation
conformity for maintenance areas under the revoked 1997 eight-hour ozone NAAQS. In
response to the South Coast Il decision, the EPA published Transportation Conformity
Guidance for the South Coast Il Court Decision on November 29, 2018. The guidance
document was published to assist affected areas as they reestablished compliance with
transportation conformity requirements under the revoked 1997 eight-hour ozone, NAAQS.
Based on the November 2018 guidance, affected areas may demonstrate conformity if the
following requirements are met:
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Use of latest planning assumptions;

Interagency consultation;

Fiscal constraint for the MTP and TIP; and

Timely implementation of Transportation Control Measures (TCM), if applicable.

Based on these regulations and court ruling, the JOHRTS area is classified as in
conformity for all air quality standards.

The SETRPC-MPO staff also maintains and updates the TIP and financial summary that
contains regional transportation projects to be constructed during a given,fouryear period.
The TIP is the short-range implementation program of the MTP. The JOHRT .S area’s
current TIP is the JOHRTS FY 2019-2022 TIP. Staff in conjunetion, with eonsultant
services, prepared the proposed JOHRTS FY 2019-2022 TIP fomappreval and inclusion in
the FY 2021-2024 eSTIP..

The SETRPC-MPO will continue to address issues relating, to'environmental justice in the
provision of transportation services for the JOHRIS area. MPO staffiwill workin close
cooperation with local agencies to identify minorities; low-income persons, the disabled,
and other potentially disadvantaged persons in‘the region, and‘ensure that those persons
are given the opportunity to participate in the transportation planning process. Efforts will
also be undertaken to guarantee that thesefpersonsreceive their fair share of
transportation improvement dollars for their. communities.

The SETRPC-MPO, in conjunction with area,jurisdictions, will continue to collect and
maintain socioeconomic data for transportation planning purposes. These tasks may
include analyzing factors and features thataffect highway, transit, and other public
transportation facilities and operations, including population changes and economic
development.

The SETRPC-MPO forthe JOHRTS Area in conjunction with area jurisdictions will
commence work on the development of our Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) —
2050. This major undertaking will require effort and dedication of staff time on the part of
local jurisdictions in the JOHRTS area to participate in activities related to developing the
new MTP =2050. Also, this includes the utilizing of consulting services to collect and
forecast transportation planning data by serial zone and to develop other components of
the MTR,— 2050.

The provision of public transit services within the JOHRTS area remains a priority with the
SETRPC-MPO. Efforts to improve operational efficiency, expand local transit service,
promote financial responsibility, and improve the mobility of the transit dependent will
continue.

It is important to note that all these tasks require substantial effort and dedicationfrom local
agencies throughout the JOHRTS area and often include the utilization of consulting
services for specific planning activities, plans, or programs.
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The SETRPC-MPO staff will address Planning and Emphasis Areas (PEAs) as defined by
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA).
The objectives of the PEAs are: 1) MAP-21 implementation, more specifically a transition
to performance based planning and programming; 2) Regional Models of Cooperation,
planning and cooperation across transit agency, MPO and state boundaries; and 3)
Ladders of Opportunity, identifying and addressing connectivity gaps in accessing essential
services.

In December of 2021 documentation was received from the U.S Department of
Transportation stating that additional Planning Emphasis Areas were issued toassist in the
developing tasks associated with UPWPs. The following PEAs are already,being
addressed, with associated tasks, in this document are:

a. Tackling the Climate Crisis
i Subtask 3.2: Planning Assistance For Transit Planning
i. Subtask 3.4: Short Range Air. Quality Planning
iii. Subtask 5.3: Deployment of Fueling “and Charging Stations

b. Equity and Justice40 in Transpartation,Planning
I Subtask 1.2: Public Infoermatien and Education
ii. Subtask 1.4: Title VI - Civil Rights Evaluation
iii. Subtask 2.2: Geographic Information Systems

iv. Subtask 2.3:. Transportation Data Collection
V. Subtask 3.2: Planning Assistance For Transit Planning
Vi. Subtask 3:3: Perfoermance Measures

vii.  Subtask'3.4:“Short Range Air Quality Planning

C. Complete Streets
i. Subtask 2.3: Transportation Data Collection
if Subtask 3.2: Planning Assistance For Transit Planning

d. Data in“fransportation Planning
i. Task 2: Data Development and Maintenance
iI: Subtask 3.2: Planning Assistance For Transit Planning

e. Public Involvement:
i Tasks 1: Administration/Management
i. Subtask 3.2: Planning Assistance For Transit Planning
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Beginning in FY 2023 SETRPC will begin to incorporate these new PEAs into its UPWP
and other pertinent documents:

a. Planning and Environment Linkages

b. Stategic Highway Network (STRAHNET)/U.S. Department of
Defense (DOD) Coordination: SETRPC has begun working with
the Ports of Port Arthur and Beaumont on issues pertaining to this
PEA.

TASK 1.0 — ADMINISTRATION/MANAGEMENT

A. OBJECTIVES

e To provide administrative support for develapingya continuing,
comprehensive, and cooperative transpertationgplanning process for the
JOHRTS region

e To provide public information and edueationyprograms that
increases participation in transpoartation planning activities

e To promote public participatiomyin the air quality planning and improvement
process and disseminate air.quality information

e To ensure that all aspects relating to,Title VI, including environmental justice
directives and limited English proficiency guidance, are addressed inthe
transportation planningprocess

¢ To enhance_ staff knowledge of transportation related issues and support
professional‘development:

B. EXPECTED PRODUCTS

This task will support.the administrative services necessary to operate the MPO, including
general administration/management, developing annual reports, training and travel
expenses for MPO staffimembers, and purchasing office supplies and computer resources.
Tasky1.0 will'alsoprovide for: public involvement in transportation plans and programs,
educated and knowledgeable TPC and Technical Committee members, and compliance
with the transportation planning process, the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA), and
Title VI legislation. When necessary, consultants will be utilized to carry out task activities.

C. PREVIOUS WORK

During FY 2022, the SETRPC-MPO staff provided administrative support to the JOHRTS
transportation planning process. The MPO provided technical and administrative
assistance to the JOHRTS TPC and Technical Committee. Staff members kept minutes of
meetings, prepared technical presentations, and provided informational materials to the
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committees. Staff scheduled, prepared for, and conducted meetings of the JOHRTS TPC,
which were held in December 2021, March, June, and July 2022. Staff scheduled,
prepared for, and conducted each of these meetings.

The SETRPC-MPO hosted a public meeting in May 2022 and held a 30-day public
comment period, as defined by the JOHRTS PPP, for the JOHRTS Revised MTP-2045
and the JOHRTS FY 2023-2026 TIP. Staff prepared legal notices and placed those notices
in area newspapers to advertise the public comment period and public meeting for the TIP.
Additionally, staff posted information about the meetings on the SETRPC'’s website
(www.setrpc.org) and the Transportation & Environmental Resources Divisien's website
(www.setrpc.org/ter). The TIP document was made available on the/Transportation &
Environmental Resources Division’s website, along with instructiens‘endow to submit a
comment electronically. The public meeting was held at the SETRPC office through live
streaming with no public attendance due to social distancing criteria‘due to the Corona
Virus-COVID-19. For the same reason the three public meetings ‘hormally held in locations
within Jefferson, Orange, and Hardin Counties were canceled.

Staff developed the FY 2023 Unified Planning'Work Program (UPWP), the FY 2021 Annual
Transportation Project Listing, and the FY 2021 AnnuahPerformance and an Expenditure
Report.

The SETRPC-MPO staff continued to develop professional expertise necessary tocarry out
the transportation planning proeess of the JOHRTS area. Staff regularly attended the
meetings of the Texas Association of Metropelitan Planning Organizations (TEMPO), as
well as the annual Texas TransportationyForum and the semi-annual TxDOT sponsored
Transportation Conference. Staffialso attended various other workshops and seminars,
including workshopsrand, webinars regarding performance based planning, MAP-21 and
the FAST Act.

Staff continued the review of available information related to MAP-21 and the FAST Act,
includingthe status ofperformance measures and their timelines at the Federal and State
levels. Staff also ensured that required performance measures were adopted as required.
In addition, staff conducted daily and weekly surveys of online resources that pertain to
transportation planning'and JOHRTS area issues, such as the Federal Register, the Texas
Register, agency websites, and news sources.

D. SUBTASKS

SUBTASK 1.1 Transportation Program Support & Administration

This subtask includes general coordination, communication, and
management tasks essential to the development and maintenance of
the transportation planning process. Overall direction of planning
activities includes preparing and circulating schedules, minutes,
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reports, managing computer resources, office space, office furniture,
and other equipment. Also, this subtask involves grant administration
tasks such as purchasing, auditing, and contract development.

Products

¢ Administration and management of the transportation planning
process

e Preparation of administrative documentation, correspondence,
and special reports

e Updated Unified Planning Work Program, Anntal
Performance and Expenditure Report and Annual
Listing of Projects

e Current minutes and records for the JOHRTS TPC and other
policy meetings

e Food/beverage items for TPC/Technical Committee meetings
with prior approval from TxDOT

¢ Arrangements for off-siteimeetingspaces for public meetings,
workshops, and other transportation planning relatedactivities

¢ Requests for Proposals (RFPs).and contract administration
management

e Updated private sector list of Disadvantaged Business
Enterprises (DBE)and Historically Underutilized Businesses
(HUB)

e Computer resources, office equipment, and other items needed
for regionabplanning (equipment purchases greater than $5,000
only with prior approval by the FHWA)

¢ “nformationfor staff on Federal and State regulations

o o, Utilization of external legal services in compliance with Federal
and State laws, rules, and regulations, to review and develop
new and revised planning grants, contracts, sub-contracts with
consultants, requests for proposals, and other materials
pertaining to other ongoing transportation planning activities
(legal services will be utilized only with prior approval by the
FHWA).

e Development of the 2023 Unified Planning Work Program

e Development of the 2022 Annual Performance and
Expenditure Report

e Development of the 2022 Annual Transportation Project
Listing.

SUBTASK 1.2 Public Information and Education

The SETRPC-MPO recognizes the importance and need for
providing a proactive public participation process and continues to
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develop public information and education programs for air quality
and transportation planning. MPO staff manages the PPP and
other public documents, provides transportation information using
various media sources and visualization techniques, and conducts
public meetings, open forums, and comment periods to receive
citizen input towards multimodal transportation planning.

The SETRPC-MPO staff will continue to prepare and post on-
line information including such items as; traffic counts, erash
data, census data, indicators of progress, etc.

Products

e Adherence to the JOHRTS Public Participation Plan

e Updated the JOHRTS Public Participation Plan, Title
VI/Environmental Justice Programyand kimited
English Proficiency Plan

e Public information materials that.enhance the public’'s
understanding and perceptiomef the'MPO

e Public participation,surveysyand comment cards, both as hard
copies and available online

e Media releases, newsletters, presentations, and other materials
prepared for public,and, private sectors

e Appropriate MPO documents, meeting notices, highway and
transitiinformation_available on website

e _Maintained and updated mailing lists that identify target
audiences for transportation planning issues

o, Web site data base for traffic counts, project viewer, census
data‘and,pertinent maps

e Live streaming of TPC meetings as required by SB 1237

e  Postings of all past TPC meeting videos

e Maintenance of MPO website to ensure all data and information
posted is accurate and timely.

SUBTASK 1.3 Staff Training and Travel

This subtask provides continued professional development of
policy committee members and MPO staff through active
participation in various air quality and transportation planning
meetings and training sessions including MPO staff business travel
expenses.
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Products

e Training for MPO staff through conference, workshop, and
seminar participation

e Training and resources for TPC and Technical Committee
members

e TPF reimbursement of staff travel expenses approved by the
MPO leadership and TxDOT Transportation Planning,and
Programming Division

¢ All out-of-state travel requires prior TXDOT approval:

SUBTASK 1.4 Title VI — Civil Rights Evaluation

Ensure minority and low-income populationsyhave the opportunity
to participate in the transportation planning,proeess;€ontinue to
implement procedures that will analyzeyminority and low-income
areas, which have historically been"underserved communities. This
subtask also involves monitaring the effectiveness of the plan, with
the continual development and implementation of Title VI
procedures, including environmental justice directives and limited
English proficiency guidance,te ensure that all Title VI aspects are
addressed in the transportation planning process and the MPO
planning committee is‘notified of any changes in Title VI topics and
guidanceg, Public meetings will be held in conformity to the Public
Participation Plan. Private sector services may be utilizedduring
this subtask.

Google Translate has been added to the MPO website to allow for
thesewith limited English skills to have all public documents
translated to the fanguage of their choice

The Public Rarticipation Plan, Title VI/Environmental Justice
Program, and the Limited English Proficiency Plan were developed
and submitted to the TPC for approval. All three documents were
approved by the TPC on December 7, 2017.

The Public Participation Plan was up-dated again in 2020 to
include allowances for virtual meeting due to the COVID 19
epidemic and approved by the TPC on July 23, 2020.

Products

e Transportation policies and programs that support Title VI,
including environmental justice directives and limited English
proficiency guidance

e Programs to ensure that minority, low-income, and/or limited
English proficiency persons have the opportunity to review and
comment on transportation projects and programs
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Examination of various tools for analyzing the data collected
towards the Title VI/Environmental Justice directive.

Due to new regulations the JOHRTS Public Participation
Plan, Title VI/Environmental Justice Program and the

Limited English Proficiency Plan will be updated for

compliance. This work will begin upon receipt of 2020

Census data.

E. FUNDING SUMMARY

Task 1 - FY 2023

1.1 SETRPC $200,000 SO SO $200,000
1.2 SETRPC $70,000 S0 S0 [“%$70,000
1.3 SETRPC $40,000 S0 S0.[ $40,000
1.4 SETRPC $45,000 $0 S0 ) $45,000
TOTAL $355,000 S0 $0 | $355,000

TxDOT will apply transportation development credits sufficient to provide theimatch for FHWA PL-112 and FTA Section

5303 programs. As the credits reflect neither cash nor man-hours, they,are notreflected in the funding tables.

(1) TPF — This includes both FHWA PL-112 and FTA Section 5303 funds.

TASK 2.0 — DATA DEVELOPMENT AND MAINTENANCE

A OBJECTIVES

To develop‘and 'maintain various demographic and zonal data inputs
necessary fonthe JOHRTS travel demand model analysis.

To conduet,network updates for each analysis year during JOHRTS MTP
deyelopmentiand‘updates

To collect Census and other transportation-related data for transportation

planning purposes.

To'maintain various datasets and tools using Geographical Information

Systems (GIS) and the JOHRTS MTP/TIP project database
Joddevelop and maintain demographic data that can be analyzed in GIS to
ensure that Title VI requirements, including environmental justice directives
and limited English proficiency guidance, are being met.

B. EXPECTED PRODUCTS

This task provides for general data collection and the comprehensive review of a travel
survey, reports, and respective analyses necessary to maintain an updated inventory of
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socioeconomic, demographic, link attribute, and zonal data inputs for the JOHRTS travel
demand model. Task 2.0 also supports the compilation and maintenance of Census
demographic and other transportation data that may be used with GIS and other MPO
databases. Completion of this task may require the SETRPC-MPO to utilize consultant
services to collect socioeconomic and demographic data for MTP updates and travel
demand model development. MPO staff may also coordinate with consultant services to
continue collecting and analyzing data necessary to comply with Title VI provisions,
including environmental justice directives and limited English proficiency guidance.

Data collection and analysis for various technical presentations is a continuousiprocess
because of the various scenarios and parameters requested by local ageneiesiand public
officials regarding the 2020 Census results and comparisonswith the 2010 Census data.

C. PREVIOUS WORK

The SETRPC-MPO staff prepared Census dataset materials,‘posting them to the website
and distributing them to local jurisdictions upon request. Staff utilized various GIS datasets,
including Census data products, aerial imagery, and local.GIS files, to provide GIS mapping
services to member agencies, developing datasets as necessary for mapping application.
The MPO staff, in conjunction with consultant services,;eentinued maintenance work on the
JOHRTS MTP-2045 adopted in July 2019.

D. SUBTASKS

SUBTASK 2.1 JOHRTS Travel Demand Model

Thisfsubtask ineludes collection, analysis, and maintenance of all
transportation data inputs necessary for conducting travel demand
medeling,during the development of the JOHRTS MTP-2050 and
new travel'demand model. MPO staff maintains an ongoing
inventory of socioeconomic, demographic, and special generator
datayand manages network updates to ensure project attributes are
coeded accurately on model networks. Private sector services may
be utilized during this subtask.

Products

¢ Development and maintenance of base and horizon year
networks for the travel demand model

¢ Collection and maintenance of Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ)and
special generator data

e Updated socioeconomic and demographic data fortravel
demand model analysis

e Computer software purchases and staff training specificto

FY 2023 JOHRTS UPWP Page 21



SUBTASK 2.2

SUBTASK 2.3

travel demand modeling

¢ Reports on the Texas Modeling Dashboard pertaining to
all work components and progress on the development of
the JOHRTS MTP-2050.

Geographic Information Systems

This subtask involves continued development and maintenance of
GIS data and products for transportation planning in the JOHRTS
area. The SETRPC-MPO will continue to work with-member
agencies to update the GIS database and proyvide mapsiand tables
upon request to these agencies. Staff will continue to coordinate
GIS training opportunities and participatetin agency GIS efforts.
Private sector services may be utilized during this subtask.

Products

¢ A comprehensive GIS databasenecessary to support general
transportation planningypurposes anddprovide mapping
information on the SETRPC website

e Coordination with public andyprivate agencies to acquire GIS
data for analysis and provide GIS services to these agencies

e Computer software and equipment purchases (i.e., ArcGIS)and
staffdraining specific to'GIS operations (equipment purchases
greater than $5,000 only with prior approval by the FHWA).

Transportation Data Collection

The SETRPC-MPO staff will continue the collection, analysis and
maintenance of Census and other transportation-related data that
affects the JOHRTS region. This subtask involves collection and
analysis, of socioeconomic and demographic data necessary to
comply with Title VI, including environmental justice directives and
limited English proficiency guidance. Private sector services may
be utilized during this subtask.

Products

e An accurate database containing all relevant traffic, transit,
accident, roadway, intersection, bicycle, and pedestrian data

e Data regarding minority, low-income, and limited English
proficiency persons for compliance with Title VI, including
environmental justice directives and limited English proficiency
guidance

e Updated travel behavior and trip patterns for the JOHRTS area
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SUBTASK 2.4

e TxDOT Data Collection — To conduct travel surveys and/or
traffic saturation counts in the JOHRTS-MPO region for use in
the travel demand models and transportation analysis for
pavement and geometric design

e The MPO in conjunction with the TXDOT Beaumont District
periodically reviews and amends the Highway Functional
Classification system and the National Highway System

JOHRTS MTP/TIP Project Database

The SETRPC-MPO staff implemented the new.database developed
in previous fiscal years for the MTP/TIP project listings and project
status reporting. The MPO staff will update'the database with new
project listings for revisions and updates to the,\MTR.and TIP. Private
sector services may be utilized duringithis subtask.

Products

e A comprehensive, flexible, and functional MTP and TIP project
database has been completediand implemented

e Updates to the database withythe new project listings based on
updates to the MTP.and TIP.

E. FUNDING SUMMARY

Task 2 — FY 2023

. Transportation Statewide
Subtask Responsible Planning Funds _FTA Local | Planning and Total
Agency (TPF)1 Section 5307 Research Funds
2.1 SETRPC $25,000 SO SO $25,000
2.2 SETRPC $37,000 SO SO $37,000
2.3 SETRPC $30,000 SO SO $30,000
2.4 SEIRPC $30,000 S0 SO $30,000
TOTAL $122,000 ) S0 $122,000

TxDOT will'apply/transportation development credits sufficient to provide the match for FHWA PL-112 and FTA Section
5303 programs. As the credits reflect neither cash nor man-hours, they are not reflected in the funding tables.

(1) TPF — This includes both FHWA PL-112 and FTA Section 5303 funds.
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TASK 3.0 —- SHORT RANGE PLANNING

A OBJECTIVES

e To develop and maintain the JOHRTS TIP according to Federal and
State regulations

e To coordinate with TXDOT and other regional agencies on the support of the
Transportation Alternatives Program

e To promote public transportation as a safe and affordable travel alternative
with environmental benefits

e To promote short-range transportation programs designed to improve,air
quality in the JOHRTS area

e To provide assistance to State and regional committeesiinvelved in
transportation and air quality issues.

B. EXPECTED PRODUCTS

The purpose of this task is to accomplish planning activitiesithat require immediate
implementation or occur within a relatively short time frame. Task 3.0 will provide for
continued TIP development for submittal into-the Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP). This task also explores and identifies various opportunities with park-and-
ride lots, including carpools, vanpoolsgiand express bus service options. Other expected
items are meeting the ADA transit requirements‘and participating in programs and
committees that involve air quality planning and monitoring. When necessary, consultant
services may be utilized by the SETRPC-MPO to carry out task activities.

C. PREVIOUS WORK

The SETRPC-MPO adopted the JOHRTS FY 2021-2024 TIP on January 20, 2021. Staff
coordinated with the TxDOT-Beaumont District, Port Arthur Transit, Beaumont Municipal
Transit, and Seuth Eastilexas Transit to receive input for the project listing for the JOHRTS
FY 2021-2024 TIP. Staff conducted a public meeting in January 2021, during the 30-day
comment periodito gather input on revisions to the TIP. Staff subsequently submitted the
TIP t0, TxDOT-TIPR;, through the eSTIP program, for inclusion in the FY 2021-2024
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program.

The MPO dueto the result of South Coast Air Quality Management District vs. EPA lawsuit
continues to work with TxXDOT and FHWA to determine the potential impact on planning
and programming of added capacity projects in the region. It was determined that no
regional emissions analysis would not be required, however the MPO would have to go
through a Transportation Conformity Process in which it would have to demonstrate the
following:
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Use of latest planning assumptions;

Interagency consultation;

Fiscal constraint for the MTP and TIP; and

Timely implementation of transportation control measures (TCM), if applicable.

apow

Based on these regulations and court ruling, the JOHRTS area is classified as in
conformity for all air quality standards.

The SETRPC began working on Transportation Conformity for the JOHRTS, FY'2019-2022
TIP in March 2019. Staff conducted a series of public meetings in April 2019, during the
30-day comment period, March 11 to April 9, 2019 to gather input on Transportation
Conformity to the TIP. As no new projects were added to the dOHRTS FY, 2024-2024 TIP
no additional conformity work was required.

The SETRPC-MPO also continued to provide support for the Transportation Alternatives
Program. Staff continued to promote strategies and awareness for air quality
improvement.

Staff continued to advocate the benefits of the publi¢ transportation systems in the area
and provide assistance in identifying transit service improvements.

Staff, along with consultant services, prepared performance measures for safety, bridges,
pavement and PM3.

D. SUBTASKS

SUBTASK 3.1 Transportation Improvement Program

With this subtask, SETRPC-MPO staff will identify and program
various transportation projects that may be accomplished within a
given fouryear period. The MPO staff will continue development
and maintenance of a TIP that complies with the current MTP.

Products

e The TIP and quarterly updates that provide an accurate project
listing and financial plan

e All TIP projects were submitted to TxDOT for review/approval
and inclusion in the eSTIP.

SUBTASK 3.2 Planning Assistance For Transit Planning

The efforts within this subtask provide short-range transit planning
support for Beaumont Municipal Transit (BMT), Port Arthur Transit
(PAT), and South East Texas Transit (SETT). The planning
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SUBTASK 3.3

services expended in this task are designed to increase ridership
and promote transit as an alternative means of transportation that
provides air quality benefits for the JOHRTS area. The MPO staff
will assist BMT, PAT and SETT in implementing recommendations/
options intended to enhance service and increase ridership. Private
sector services may be utilized during this subtask.

Products

e Assistance to BMT, PAT, and SETT with evaluating transit
ridership and service using GIS, demographic, Environmental
Justice, and other types of analyses_identified

e Qutreach activities for regional transit services

e Assistance to SETT with GIS supportdor-examiningtheir
demand-response service characteristics

e Planning support for projects identified.in'the 2017 South
East Texas Regional Public Transpertation\Coordination Plan
that expand service and improve the effectiveness of the
regional transit system

e Participation in efforts to'develop.the 2022 South East
Texas Regional Public Transportation Coordination
Plan.

¢ Review of various fransit options to enhance transit, ridership,
and mobility. in thetareaythrough feasibility studies, pilot project
planning, and/or gap analysis to determine solutions and
implementation strategies

¢ . Updatingef Transit Asset Management Plan (TAMP) that were
developed by.the MPO for Beaumont Municipal Transit, South
East Texas Transit and Port Arthur Transit.

Perfermance Measures

Staff will continue to coordinate with TxXDOT, Beaumont Municipal
Transit and Port Arthur Transit to develop and refine appropriate
performance measures, as required by the FAST Act and House Bill
20.

Products

e Performance measures to be updated in all JOHRTS MPO
documents and plans. Staff will provide reports as necessary on
all performance measures to TxDOT.

e Staff will update and maintain the JOHRTS 10-Year Plan as
required by HB20.
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SUBTASK 3.4

Short Range Air Quality Planning

This subtask will provide for staff awareness of State and Federal
air quality plans and policies affecting the region, so that continued
compliance with air quality regulations can be maintained.
Additional efforts will include continued support to and coordination
with the Southeast Texas Ozone Awareness Program, which is
designed to educate and inform the public about air quality issues,
including those related to transportation. MPO staff will continue to
provide assistance to the SETRPC Air Quality Advisory Cemmittee
(AQAC) and the Texas Technical Working Group foriMobile Source
Emissions (TWG) Committee.

Products

o Awareness of and response to State and Federal air
quality plans and regulations affeetingthe region

e Continued support to andycoordination with"-Southeast Texas
Ozone Awareness Program

e Continued support for the SETRPCAQAC and TWG
committees.

FUNDING SUMMARY

Task 3= FY2023

Transportation
Responsible p ! FTA
Subtask Planning ,Funds . Local Total
Agency Section 5307
(TPF)1

3.1 SETRPC $50,000 SO SO $50,000

3.2 SETRPC $26,000 $0 $0 $26,000

3.3 SETRRC $50,000 S0 SO $50,000

3.4 SETRPC $30,000 SO SO $30,000
TOTAL $156,000 SO S0 $156,000

TxDOT will'apply fransportation development credits sufficient to provide the match for FHWA PL-112 and FTA Section
5303 programs.  As the credits reflect neither cash nor man-hours, they are not reflected in the funding tables.

(1) TPF - This includes both FHWA PL-112 and FTA Section 5303 funds.
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TASK 4.0 - METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN

A OBJECTIVES

e To develop and maintain a MTP Project Selection Process (PSP) that is
based on FAST Act planning factors

e To maintain a project list sufficient in design and scope that identifies
proposed projects for inclusion in the MTP

e To maintain a comprehensive MTP that is financially constrained and
conforms to Federal and State regulations

e To maintain and update the JOHRTS travel demand model.

B. EXPECTED PRODUCTS

This task involves the primary activities associated with developing and maintaining the
JOHRTS MTP. JOHRTS MTP activities include conducting the PSP to identify
transportation projects by selection criteria and'developingia project listing for the JOHRTS
area. Task 4.0 also includes the development of base and horizon year networks and
corresponding network project listings. When necessary, consultant services may be
utilized by the SETRPC-MPO to carry outtask activities.

C. PREVIOUS WORK

The SETRPC-MPO amended the JOHRT,S MTP-2045, once in FY 2021. The amendment
was adopted by the TPC on January 20, 2021. The amendment was made in line with the
new three-year TIR. Stafficoordinated with the TxDOT-Beaumont District, Port Arthur
Transit, Beaumont Municipal Transit, and South East Texas Transit to receive input for the
project listing for the revision of the JOHRTS MTP-2045 amendment. Staff conducted a
public meeting indanuary:2021 during the 30-day comment period in order to gather input
on revisions to.the MTP.

D. SUBTASKS

SUBTASK 41 Project Selection Process

This subtask involves the review and update of the JOHRTS PSP as
necessary to incorporate appropriate FAST ACT planning factors,
TxDOT funding categories, and ensure optimization of available
funds for transportation projects in the JOHRTS area. Project
listings will be produced for project placement into the MTP long-
range planning components. Private sector services may be utilized
during this subtask.
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Products

e A PSP that ranks and scores transportation projects based on the
MAP-21 and FAST Act planning factors

e Prioritized project listings using the appropriate funding categories
for project placement in the MTP networks.

SUBTASK 4.2 JOHRTS MTP Maintenance and Development

This subtask includes ongoing development, maintenance, and
publication of the JOHRTS MTP documeént and financial‘plan
according to Federal and State regulationsgMPOstaff develops the
MTP as a part of the continuing, comprehensive, ‘and cooperative
transportation planning process. Private sector services will be
utilized during this subtask.

Products

e The JOHRTS MTP-2045, Amendment #3 containing highway,
transit, freight mobility and other multimodal elements, including an
accurate project listing and financial plan, which will be updated as
necessary to incorporate revisions

e Development and incorparation of FAST ACT and House Bill 20
relatedyperformance measures into the MTP as necessary

¢ Maintaining the JOHRTS MTP-2045

o <Staff will seek consultant services for the development of the
JOHRTS MTP=2050. Consultant selection will be through a
Request for Proposals process as adopted by SETRPC

SUBTASK 4.3 Regional Transportation Modeling

This subtask includes coordination with TxDOT and TTI on the
development of the new JOHRTS travel demand model. MPO
staff will provide assistance with TxDOT'’s travel surveys,
saturation counts, and model calibration and validation. If
required by the travel demand modeling process, alternative
analyses may be developed for refining the model networks.
Additional traffic model years will be developed to meet
conformity requirements. Private sector services will be utilized
during this subtask.
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Products

¢ A maintained, calibrated, and validated travel demand
model that accurately compares to observed transportation
data

e Project-level alternative analyses that support network
updates and model analyses (if required)

e A data base of performance based planning

process documents.

D. FUNDING SUMMARY

Task 4 - FY 2023

T tati
Responsible ransPor ation FTA
Subtask Planning Funds . Local Total
Agency Section 5307
(TPF)1

4.1 SETRPC $33,000 SO SO $33,000

4.2 SETRPC $70,000 SO SO $70,000

4.3 SETRPC $35,000 SO SO $35,000
TOTAL $138,000 S0 S0 $138,000

TxDOT will apply transportation development credits sufficient to provide.the match for FHWA PL-112 and FTA Section
5303 programs. As the credits reflect neither cash nor man-hours, they are not reflected in the funding tables.

(1) TPF = This includes both FHWA PL-112 and FTA Section'6303 funds

TASK 5.0'= SPECIAL STUDIES

FY 2023 JOHRTS UPWP

OBJECTIVES

e To determine, the validity of an inter-regional express bus service
e To complete MPO planning studies for enhancing intermodal transportation
and,providing environmental benefits to the JOHRTS region.

EXPECTED PRODUCTS

e Testand evaluate proposed projects in the 2022 South East Texas
Regional Public Transportation Coordination Plan

¢ [mprove the look and usability of the Travel and Tourism page of the MPO
website and add formulaic language to increase user traffic to the site.

PREVIOUS WORK

Staff procured consultant services to assist with the update of the regional Hike and

Bike Plan for the JOHRTS region but due to the outbreak of the Corona Virus the

work had to be delayed until public meetings could once more take place.
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Staff, again, applied for grant funding through the TxDOT Public Transportation
Division to obtain funding for a feasibility study for the Beaumont/Port Arthur
express bus, a critical missing component of the regional transit system as identified
by the 2017 South East Texas Regional Transportation Coordination Plan.

Staff has begun work on its resiliency and vulnerability study by hosting several
workshops to assist in the development of this plan.

Staff over the past years have identified and collected data on travelhandtourism in
the MPO region. Staff worked with the SETRPC information technology:and
developed a travel and tourism webpage. Staff has determined thatthe,existing
webpage is not user friendly or esthetically pleasing.

D. SUBTASKS

SUBTASK 5.1

SUBTASK 5.2

Regional Transit Connectivity Study

Staff, in conjunction with'eonsultant'services, will conduct a study to
test and evaluate the feasibility ofyproviding an inter-regional express
bus service between the majoncities'in the JOHRTS region. The
study will address the following four issues: 1) number of riders to
use the service, 2) identification of the major destinations, and 3)
identification of{the lacations that would best promote patron
transfers, 4) development of a service plan.

Regional Resiliency Study

Staff with assistance from TTI will develop a resiliency plan which will
be a model plan for other similar coastal MPQO'’s to work from.

E. FUNDING SUMMARY

Task 5 - FY 2023

) Transportation
Subtask Responsible Planning Funds _FTA Local Total
Agency (TPF)1 Section 5307
5.1 SETRPC $100,000 SO SO $100,000
5.2 SETRPC $110,000 SO SO $110,000
TOTAL $210,000 S0 S0 $210,000

TxDOT will apply transportation development credits sufficient to provide the match for FHWA PL-112 and FTA Section
5303 programs. As the credits reflect neither cash nor man-hours, they are not reflected in the funding tables.

(1) TPF — This includes both FHWA PL-112 and FTA Section 5303 funds.

FY 2023 JOHRTS UPWP
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BUDGET SUMMARY

TABLE 1 — JOHRTS - FY 2023

FTS
UPWP Lo TPF Local Total
FTA Task Description Select
Task Funds Funds Funds
5307
Administration -
1 44.21.00 ministration $355,000 $0 30 $355,000
Management
5 44.22.00 Data DeYeIopment $122,000 %0 $0 $122,000
44.23.01 and Maintenance
3 44.24.00 Short R?nge $156,000 %0 SO $156,000
44.25.00 Planning
Met lit
4 44.23.02 etropofitan $138,000 30 $0 $138,000
Transportation Plan
5 44.27.00 Special Studies $210,000 o) S0 $210,000
Total $981,000 so S0 $981,000

TRANSPORTATIONPLANNING FUNDS

TPF $981,000
Estimated Unexpended Carryover. $349,800
TOTAL TPF $1,330,800

2 Estimate based.on prioryears authorizations and TPF includes FHWA (PL-
112) and FTA 5303

By minute order, the Texas Transportation Commission authorizes the use of
Transportation development credits as TxDOT’s non-Federal share for FHWA (PL-112) and
FTA 5303 funds. As the credits reflect neither cash nor man-hours, they are not reflected in
the funding tables.
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APPENDIX A

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
COMMITEE MEMBERSHIP



JEFFERSON-ORANGE-HARDIN REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION STUDY
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COMMITTEE

Honorable Robin Mouton

VOTING MEMBERSHIP

Honorable Kelly Carder

City of Beaumont City of Vidor
Honorable David Rutledge Jon Sherwin
City of Bridge City City of West Orange

Honorable Chris Borne

Honorable Kevin Garner

City of Groves City of Silsbee
Chris Duque Commissioner. L.WyCooper, Jr.
City of Nederland Hardin County

Kelvin Knauff
City of Orange

Honorable Thurman Bartie
City of Port Arthur

Honorable Glenn Johnson

Commissioner Johnny Trahan
Orange County

Martin Gonzalez, P.E. —Secretary
TXDOT=D;jstrict Engineer

Commissioner Vernon Pierce
Jefferson County

City of Port Neches
Honorable Don Surratt
City of Lumberton

NON=VOTING EX-OFFICIO MEMBERSHIP
Honorable Barbara Emmons Honorable Kate Osburn
City.of.BevihQaks City of China
Honorable Sara'McClendon Honorable Cathy Nagel
City of Pinehurst City of Pine Forest
Honorable,David Lang Honorable Bonnie Stephenson
City of Rose Hill Acres City of Rose City
Honorable Kerry Abney Honorable Fred Williams
City of Nome City of Kountze
Honorable John Durkay Honorable Bruce Robinson

City of Taylor Landing City of Sour Lake



Honorable Randy Weber Honorable Brian Babin

U.S. Representative, Dist. 14 U.S. Representative, Dist. 36
Honorable Brandon Creighton Honorable RobertNichols
State Senator, Dist. 4 State Senator, Dist. 3
Honorable Joseph “Joe” Deshotel Honorable James White
State Representative, Dist. 22 State Representative, Dist. 19
Honorable Dade Phelan Vacant

State Representative, Dist. 21 Governor’s Office

Jamik Alexander

Melanie Rousseau FederahHighway Administration

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

Raymond Sanchez Vacant
TxDOT - Transportation Planning & Programming U.S. CoastGuard

Shanna Burke
SETRPC - Executive Director

JOHRTS SETRPC-MPO STAFF

Bob Dickinson - Executive Director, Transportation and Environmental Resources

Lucie Michaud =\Administrative Assistant

Rachael Robinson,- Economic Development Coordinator

Connie. Grimm - ‘Accountant V

Anna,Papoutis - Transportation Program Manager

Jimmie Lewis - Transportation Planner
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APPENDIX C

DEBARMENTCERTIFICATION



(1)

(2)

DEBARMENT CERTIFICATION
(Negotiated Contracts)

The South East Texas Regional Planning Commission-Metropolitan Planning

Organization for the Jefferson-Orange-Hardin Regional Transportation Study
(JOHRTS) Area as CONTRACTOR certifies to the best of its knowledge and

belief, that it and its principals:

(@)

(b)

(d)

Are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared
ineligible or voluntarily excluded from covered transactions by any federal
department or agency;

Have not within a three-year period preceding this propesahkbeen,convicted of
or had a civil judgment rendered against them for commission of fraud or a
criminal offense in connection with obtaining, .attempting te obtain, or
performing a public* transaction or contract under a publi¢,transaction; violation
of federal or state antitrust statutes or commission“ef embezzlement, theft,
forgery, bribery, falsification or destruction ofrecordsyumaking false statements,
or receiving stolen property;

Are not presently indicted for or otherwise,criminally or civilly charged by a
governmental entity* with commission ef anysef the offenses enumerated in
paragraph (1)(b) of this certification; and

Have not within a three-year period preceding this application/proposal had one
or more public transactions* terminated for cause or default.

Where the CONTRACTOR 'is unable to certify to any of the statements in this
certification,SuchhCONTRACTOR shall attach an explanation to this certification.

*federal, state or local

Signature — Chairman, MPO Planning Committee

Title of'Elected Official

Date

JOHRTS SETRPC-MPO
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CERTIFICATION FOR CONTRACTS, GRANTS,
LOANS AND COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS

The undersigned certifies to the best of his or her knowledge and belief, that:

(1) No federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid by or on behalf of the
undersigned, to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or
employee of any federal agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of
Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with the awarding of
any federal contract, the making of any federal grant, the making of any federal loan,
the entering into of any cooperative agreement, and the extension, contindation,renewal,
amendment, or modification of any federal contract, grant, loan; or. ¢eoperative
agreement.

(2) If any funds other than federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to
any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officeror employee©f any agency,
a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member
of Congress in connection with this federal contraet, grant, loan, or cooperative
agreement, the undersigned shall complete, and submit Standard Form - LLL,
“Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying,” in aceordance with its instructions.

(3) The undersigned shall require that the language “of,this certification be included in
the award documents for all sub-awards at-all tiersi(including subcontracts, sub-grants,
and contracts under grants, loans, and cooperative’ agreements) and that all sub-
recipients shall certify and disclosureraecordingly.

This certification is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed
when this transaction was madeé or entered into. Submission of this certification is a
prerequisite for making or entering into this transaction imposed by Section 1352, Title
31, U.S. Code. Any person who fails to file the required certification shall be subject to
a civil penalty of net'lessythan $10,000 and not more than $100,000 for each such
failure.

Signature — Chairman, MPO Planning Committee

Title of Elected Official

Date

JOHRTS SETRPC-MPO
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AND
MPO SELF-CERTIFICATION



Certification of Compliance

(Name and Position, Typed orPrinted)

a duly authorized officer/representative of the:

South East Texas Regional Planning Commission — Metropolitan
Planning Organization (SETRPC-MPOQ) For the Jefferson-
Orange-Hardin Regional Transportation Study Area

do hereby certify that the contract and procurement procedures,that,are in effect and
used by the forenamed MPO are in compliance with 2 CER200,  “Uniform Administrative
Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements(For Federal Awards” as it may

be revised orsuperseded.

Date Signature - Chairman, MPO Policy Committee
JOHRTS SETRPC-MPO

Attest:

Name

Title
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ETHICAL STANDARDS POLICY AFFIDAVIT

I acknowledge having received a copy of the Ethical Standards Policy (the “Policy”) of
the Transportation Planning Committee Multimodal Transportation Planning Jefferson-Orange-
Hardin County Urban Planning Region (“Transportation Planning Committee”).

I further understand that SB 585 requires me to notify the Jefferson County District
Attorney’s Office and Jefferson-Orange-Hardin Regional Transportation Study (JOHRTS) -
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Director in a timely manner should I have personal
knowledge of any violations of the Policy by any Member or employee of the Tzansportation
Planning Committee.

I also understand that failure to report violations of these standardstby a,Member or
employee of the Transportation Planning Committee may subjectiyymeyto, possible
removal/termination from the Transportation Planning Committee and possible prosecution by a
County District Attorney having jurisdiction over such matter.

I swear or affirm that I have read the entire Policy and that I understand and agree to its
contents.

Printed Name

Signature

Title

Representing (if member)

Sworn and'subseribed before me by on
this day of’ ,2022.

Notary Public, State of Texas

Notary’s Printed Name:

My Commission Expires:




SETRPC

DATE: JULY 28, 2022
TO: JOHRTS TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COMMITTEE
FROM: BOB DICKINSON, DIRECTOR

TRANSPORTATION & ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES DIVISION

SUBJECT: DEVELOPMENT OF THE SETRPC-MPO JOHRTS METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION
PLAN 2050-MTP AND APPROVAL OF THE POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT CONTROL
TOTALS FOR UPDATING THE JOHRTS TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL (TDM) - 2050

In accordance with federal regulations, each metropolitan planning organization (MPO) must prepare a
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), also known as Long Range Transportation Plan, every five
years to identify projects and programs that meet the region’s economic, transportation, development
and resiliency goals for a 20+- year planning horizon.

The South East Texas Regional Planning Commission (SETRPC) serves as the designated MPO for the
Jefferson-Orange-Hardin Regional Transportation Study (JOHRTS) area and is responsible for
developing and maintaining the MTP. Our region’s previous MTP, the JOHRTS 2045 MTP, was last
updated in 2019 and is due to be updated for the horizon year 2050. SETRPC has been working with
TxDOT'’s Beaumont District and TxDOT's Transportation Planning and Program Division on the first
part of JOHRTS 2050-MTP development, which is to update the 2045 Travel Demand Model to the
horizon year 2050.

Compared to the JOHRTS 2045-MTP, the JOHRTS 2050-MTP will include Jasper County and existing
and future conditions assignment, multimodal recommendations, and public and stakeholder
engagement for this county and our four existing counties. Work will also include updating our Public
Participation Plan, Project Selection Process, Title VI-Environmental Justice-Limited English Proficiency
documents and development of other components of the JOHRTS 2050-MTP.

Also, as we move forward to meet the critical timeline for this project, approval is needed for the
Population and Employment Control Totals for updating the JOHRTS Travel Demand Model (TDM) —
2050.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this important matter, feel free to contact me at 409-
899-8444 x7520.

Enclosure

President - Terri Gauthier, Bridge City | 1st VP - Michael Sinegal, Jefferson County | 2nd VP - Wayne McDaniel, Hardin County
3rd VP - Johnny Trahan, Orange County | 4th VP - Mark Allen, Jasper County | 5th VP - Glenn Johnson, Port Neches
Treasurer - Kimberly Cline, Lumberton | Secretary - Amanda Gates, Kirbyville

Executive Director - Shanna Burke

2210 Eastex Freeway Beaumont, Texas 77703-4929
(409) 899-8444 | (409) 347-0138 fax

setrpc@setrpc.org | http://www.setrpc.org


mailto:setrpc@setrpc.org
https://www.transit.dot.gov/oversight-policy-areas/transportation-planning/metropolitan-planning-organization

JOHRTS 2050 TRAVEL
DEMAND MODEL UPDATE

For the Transportation Planning Committee of _
The South East Texas Regional Planning Commission

SUTH EAST TEXAS RERIC

July 28, 2022



Overview

 Travel Demand Model

* Demographic Data
o Population
o Employment

* Roadway Network
* Next Steps
e Questions and Answers
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2050 Travel Demand Model

* Base year was finalized to be year 2021
* Future year was finalized to be year 2050
* Inputs development anticipated to be completed by end of 2022

* TXDOT-Transportation Planning and Programming (TPP) will finalize the
model in 2023

* This Travel Demand Model can be used for 10 years
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MPO Collaborative
Model Inputs Update

We are here

Base Year 2021 Base Year 2021
Roadway Network Demographic Data

Horizon Year 2050 Horizon Year 2050
Roadway Network Demographic Data
WH) ‘%ﬁmzﬁ




Socioeconomic Data Development

e 2021 and 2050 Control Totals

* |dentify Recent and Future Developments:
* Identify Recent Development
* Identify Planned Development
* Identify Probable Areas for Development

* Project and Distribute the Anticipated Growth

\\\l)




Control Totals at County Level SETRPC -
e Developed by TxDOT and UTSA "’
e Population and Employment Control Totals by /
County for all model years (2021, 2026, 2031, o 5:
2040, 2045 and 2050)
n Ccum:ou-m Sl [J‘\
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Jefferson County

Orange County
Hardin County

Jasper County
State of Texas

Source: Texas Demographic Center, 2022
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Population Historic Growth Trend
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Population Historic Growth Trend
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Recommended Control Totals - Population

Jefferson County 257,092 258,819 259,067 257,365 255792 254 000 -0.04%
Orange County 85,186 86,858 87,854 87,896 87,352 86,626 0.06%
Hardin County 56,370 56,995 57184 56,344 55,411 54,383 -0.12%
Jasper County 32916 32,457 31,878 30,383 29,558 28,801 -0.46%
SETRPC MPO 431,565 435,129 435982 431989 428113 423,810 -0.06%
Region

Source: Texas Demographic Center, 2022
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Recommended Control Totals
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Employment Growth Trend

Hardin County 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021
Employment 12,149 | 12,508 | 12,760 | 12,626 | 13,033 | 12,738
Population 55,492 | 57,005 | 57,641 | 58,257 | 59,178 | 56,370
Employment/Population | 21.89% | 21.94% | 22.14% | 21.67% | 22.02% | 22.60%

Jasper County

Employment 10,351 | 10,418 | 10,017 | 10,089 | 9,428 | 9,295
Population 35,918 | 35,438 | 34,853 | 35,751 | 35,726 | 32,916
Employment/Population | 28.82% | 29.40% | 28.74% | 28.22% | 26.39% | 28.24%

Jefferson County
Employment

123,659

116,948

123,742

122,706

124,697

110,610

Population

253,151

253,315

251,059

252,195

251,590

257,092

Employment/Population 48.85% | 46.17% | 49.29% | 48.66% | 49.56% | 43.02%

Orange County

2011

2013

2015

2017

2019

2021

Employment 22,076 | 22,490 | 22,950 | 21,793 | 22,510 | 21,852
Population 82,033 | 82,801 | 83,069 | 84,894 | 82,461 | 85,186
\\ Employment/Population 26.91% | 27.16% | 27.63% | 25.67% | 27.30% | 25.65%

Source: Texas Demographic Center; Texas Workforce Commission



Recommended Control Totals - Employment (2050)

m
52%
26%
32%

39%
37%

Jefferson County 43%
Orange County 21%
Hardin County 29%
Jasper County 33%
SETRPC MPO Region 32%

Source: Texas Demographic Center, 2022

Estimate Employment Control Totals based on recommended employment to population ratio
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Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) Update

e Developed TAZ structure
for Jasper County
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Control Totals Allocation

Population Control Totals

Allocate the control total numbers from
county level to traffic analysis zone level

N I S T — L I - - - N N
Allocate More )

I Population to TAZs with I l Adjust Growth for

I New Developments Other TAZs
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Data Needs

e Ongoing Development
e Planned Development

e Development Information:
o Location
o Type (single family, apartment, group quarter, commercial etc.)
o Units (residential) and Square Feet (business development)
o Opening Year
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Next Steps

e Finalize roadway network
e Finalize TAZ structure
e Control totals allocation to TAZs

\\\I)




Questions?
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South East Texas i Planning C ission - MPO
Timeline for Updating the JOHRTS Metropolitan Transportation Plan - 2050

Tasks

May-21 Jun-21| Jul-21 |Aug-21 Sep-21|0ct-21|Nov-21|Dec-21 Jan-22 | Feb-22 | Mar-22 | Apr-22 | May-22 | Jun-22 | Jul-22 | Aug-22 | Sep-22 | Oct-22 | Nov-22 | Dec-22 | Jan-23 | Feb-23 | Mar-23 | Apr-23 | May-23 | Jun-23 | Jul-23 | Aug-23 | Sep-23 | Oct-23 | Nov-23 | Dec-23 | Jan-24 | Feb-24 [ Mar-24 | Apr-24 | May-24 | Jun-24 | Jul-24 | Aug-24 | Sep-24

SETRPC Consultant Selection

RFP Preperation and Posting | [ [ [ [ [ [ | [ | [
RFP Submittal and Selection [ I | | | | | | | |
Contracting Consulant ] I | [ 1 | | [ I

[

Traffic Count and Travel Survey Databases
Year 2021 Urban and Annual Counts |
Year 2021 Household, & Spec. Gen Surveys |
Geographic Databases
Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ)
Network, TAZ and D Training (Attended by MPO)
Network - Base Year
Network - Forecast Year(s)
Demographic Database
Base Year |
Forecast Year(s) |
Model D (Base Year Model)
Initial Trip |
Initial Trip Distribution |
Initial Trip Assignment |
Model Chain Validation Process
HodelVldaton I [T T S [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ T [ [ T [ ]
Model ication (2040 Forecast)
Trip |
Trip Distribution |
Trip Assignment
Model Presentation and Di |
MTP Development
Documentation of Existing Conditions |
Data Collection and Review of Previous Studies and Available Dat: |
Public Outreach
MPO Technical Committee Meetings |
Public Meetings |
Conformity C ive Partner Meeting. |
MTP Project D
Draft Document D
Travel Demand Model Receipt and Analysis
Finalize Evaluation Criteria
Project D and Call for Projects
Project Costs
Staff and TAC Project Scoring
Financial Plan
of .ements
Conformity Pre-Analysis Consensus Plan
Plan Document
Draft MTP Update Document
Final MTP Update Document and Adoption
Conformity C ive Partner Review
Conformity Finding Issued

Revised - A. Mullins - 11/6/2019

Revised - A. Mullins - 8/3/2020 || MPO Task —/ Meetings
Revised - C. Sullivan - 5/13/2021
Revised - C. Sullivan - 6/8/2021 I oot tepTask (NI Deliverables

— Review by Others

Notes on the June 2021 Update
Shortened consultant selection and advanced start of project to October 2021
Row 14: moved TAZ review to be the first task
Row 17: moved forecast network development to later; no critical linkages
Row 26: inserted task for model validation
Rows 33 & 34: data collection for existing conditions moved earlier; no critical linkages
Row 40: draft document development begins earlier; some chapters can be written before the modelis developed
Row 43: modified to be a callfor projects and project development using the model to identify performance issues
Row 45: modified to account for separate processes for objective scoring and subjective scoring by the TAC

Notes on TAC Meetings
March 2023: At the start of the existing conditions data collection for input
July 2022: To review the completed existing conditions
October 2022: On completion of forecast demographics; before public meeting
July 2023: On completion of the model
Sept 2023: To finalize the project evaluation criteria
Dec 2023: For TAC project scoring
April 2024: To present the draft MTP update document and before the public meeting
July 2024: To present the final MTP update document

Notes on Public Meetings
Nov 2022: On completion of base and forecast demographics, presentation on vision and goals
April 2024: To present the draft MTP update document



SETRPC

DATE: JULY 28, 2022

TO: JEFFERSON-ORANGE-HARDIN REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION
STUDY (JOHRTS) TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COMMITTEE
(TPC)

FROM: BOB DICKINSON, DIRECTOR

TRANSPORTATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES DIVISION

SUBJECT:  REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE SOUTH EAST TEXAS BICYCLE PLAN
(2040)

Enclosed for your review and approval is the "DRAFT” South East Texas Regional Bicycle
Plan (2040).

This "DRAFT” plan was discussed at our last TPC meeting on June 6, 2022. Two public
meetings were also held on October 6, 2021 and May 19, 2022 at the MCM Elegante
Hotel to get input from stakeholders.

If any questions arise, please do not hesitate to contact Bob Dickinson at 409 899-8444
x7520 or bdickinson@setrpc.org.

President - Terri Gauthier, Bridge City | 1st VP - Michael Sinegal, Jefferson County | 2nd VP - Wayne McDaniel, Hardin County
3rd VP - Johnny Trahan, Orange County | 4th VP - Mark Allen, Jasper County | 5th VP - Glenn Johnson, Port Neches
Treasurer - Kimberly Cline, Lumberton | Secretary - Amanda Gates, Kirbyville
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FOREWARD

In Spring 2017, the Southeast Texas Regional Planning
Commission and Texas Target Communities partnered to create a
planning task force to develop a Bicycle Plan for the Southeast

Texas region. The task force was integral to the six-month
planning process, contributing to the desire and enthusiasm for
bicycling in the region.

TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY
' I ' Texas Target
~Communities

SETRPC is a voluntary association of local governments that serves an area composed of Hardin,
Jefferson, and Orange Counties. Established in June 1970 under authority provided by the Texas
Legislature in 1965, SETRPC is one of 24 regional planning councils that serve the State of Texas.
SETRPC was founded for the purpose of solving area-wide problems by promoting intergovernmental
cooperation and coordination, conducting comprehensive regional planning, and providing a forum
for the discussion and study of area issues.

The Texas Target Communities program was created in 1980%by the Department of Landscape
Architecture and Urban Planning at Texas A&M University. This program selects small cities from the
state of Texas and provides the community residents with valuable assistance in planning. At the same
time, it serves as a “real world” learning laboratory fer graduate students. Students gain valuable
planning experience while the targeted community’ receives assistance that can make a positive
difference in the quality of urban life forits residents. Cities are chosen for participation in the program
based on demonstrated need and'their commitment to the planning process.

In 2020, The Goodman Corporation was hired to review and update the original Bicycle Plan. The
scope of work included:

e The review of federal, state, and‘local guidance to ascertain that the plan is consistent with
federal, state, and.local bicycle regulations and guidance.

e Further outreach to vet proposed bicycle network.

e And the creation of an excel-based prioritization tool that would allow SETRPC and other local
entities to prioritize bicycle projects based on several criteria that could be weighted
differently depending on community priorities.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As a response to the Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2040 by the Southeast Texas Regional Planning
Commission Metropolitan Planning Organization, the Southeast Texas Bicycle Plan was created for
the Jefferson-Orange-Hardin three-county region. The plan is a guiding document or roadmap to
help the region prioritize proposed bicycle routes along existing roads in a way that is not too
prescriptive or limiting to the entities that will implement them. The end goal is to provide a basis on
which to improve upon in the future. Making bicycling safer and more convenient will have positive
impacts on the region’s residents in terms of improved health and increased mobility options.

From a robust public outreach process that included a series of public meetings and community
advisory groups, the plan identifies suitable bicycle-friendly routes in the region. By looking into their
existing conditions, the plan aims to connect major employment centers, schools, and recreational
areas through bicycle facilities for recreational and commuter travel. Finally, the plan prescribes design
recommendations and action steps for implementation by 2040.

Chapter 1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter includes an overview of the process undergoneito complete the Southeast Texas Bicycle Plan,
including a description of the vision and goals for the Tri-County.aréa. This chapter also expands on stakeholder
engagement practices and public outreach.

Chapter 2. PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND THE PLANNING PROCESS
This chapter addresses the planning process, describes thé publicand stakeholder engagement plan, and
establishes the vision, the goals, and thebjectives.

Chapter 3. EXISTING CONDITIONS

This chapter includes an overview of the Tri-County area existing conditions which includes a summary of
demographic composition, transportation mede share, existing transit services provided, and existing bicycle
infrastructure.

Chapter 4. HIKING AND BICYCLING

This chapter includes discussions ofn active transportation facility types, design considerations and available
TxDOT guidance to build these facilities. It also discusses the benefits of walking and bicycling as modes of
transportation.

Chapter 5. 2040 BICYCLE NETWORK

This chapter includes a description of the factors originally considered for the creation of the proposed bicycle
network. It also discusses the more recently developed excel-based model created to prioritize the proposed
projects.

Chapter 6. IMPLEMENTATION
This chapter highlights action items to ensure and document progress towards the implementation of the
proposed Bicycle network.
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ABBREVIATIONS

AASHTO
APBP
BMT
JOHRTS
KCS
LNVA
LODES

MPO

MTP

NACTO

PAT SETHBC
SET

SETBP
SETRPC
SETT

TxDOT

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals

Beaumont Municipal Transit

Jefferson Orange Hardin Regional Transportation Study

Kansas City Southern

Lower Neches Valley Authority

Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) Origin-Destination Employment
Statistics

Metropolitan Planning Organization

Metropolitan Transportation Plan

National Association of City Transportation Officials

Port Arthur Transit

Southeast Texas

Southeast Texas Bicycle Plan

Southeast Texas Regional Planning Commission

Southeast Texas Transit

Texas Department of Transportation
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CHAPTER 01: INTRODUCTION

Project History and Overview

The Southeast Texas Bicycle Plan (SETBP) is a component of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan
2040 (MTP 2040) carried out by the Jefferson Orange Hardin Regional Transportation Study (JOHRTS).
The MTP recognizes the importance of providing sufficient pedestrian and bicycle facilities to ensure
that all sectors of the population are given viable transportation options to meet their mobility needs.
The Southeast Texas Regional Planning Commission (SETRPC) — Metropolitan Transportation
Organization (MPQO) also supports local projects that expand the non-motorized transportation
network. The MTP 2040 contains a chapter on the bicycle and pedestrian system that includes a
summary of the existing system, regional interests, recommended strategies, and several funding
opportunities. It also identifies walking and biking as valuable, low-cost, and sustainable modes of
transportation.

Bicycling and walking are not only activities for recreational‘purposes but also for alternative and
affordable means of transportation to school, work, and other destinations.

Planning Area

The planning area is a three-county region, known as the Tri=County area, that includes Jefferson,
Orange, and Hardin in Southeast Texas (Figure 1, Figure 2). The region boasts a rich history of the
lumber industry, rail transportation, and waterways subsequently followed by the petroleum industry.
The region is home to more than.3%96,000 people and 155,000 jobs, and it is anticipated to
accommodate approximately 464,000 people and 180,000 jobs by the year 2040.

‘Orange
County
Jefferson

County

P
A 4
United States Texas Jefferson, Orange, Hardin

Tri-County Region

Figure 1 Location of Planning Area
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Bicycle Plan Purpose and Scope

Although the MTP 2040 recognizes the importance of identifying and promoting a regional non-
motorized transportation system, it does not include any goals or objectives addressing such needs.
The SETHBP builds from the MTP 2040 vision of a regional non-motorized transportation system and
is a long-range planning document that undertakes the vision of enhancing bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure for the Tri-County area or MPO. The bicycle plan consists of a vision statement, goals,
general strategies, and specific recommendations to achieve those goals.

As the region continues to grow, there is a growing demand active transportation for people of all
ages and abilities while improving recreational and public health facilities and creating economic
development opportunities.

As a response to these needs, the SETHBP does not replace any existingplan but rather aims to:

1. Guide public investment to establish a framework forbicycle and pedestrian facilities and supporting
policies and programs.

2. ldentify gaps in the existing system to build or retrofit bike.and pedestrian facilities and identify
funding opportunities for potential projects.

3. ldentify tools and best practices for a safe, comfortable, and multimodal transportation network in
the region.

4. Create a framework for interjurisdictional coordination for the construction and operation of the
network.

5. Prioritize proposed bicyclé facilitiesaleng existing roads in a way that is not too prescriptive or limiting
to the entities that will implementithem.

11
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CHAPTER 02. PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND THE
PLANNING PROCESS

The Southeast Texas region has a passionate bicycling community who participated in the planning
process of developing the Southeast Texas Bicycle Plan. This project provided the opportunity to
engage bike enthusiasts and city officials all over the region to take input from their knowledge of the
region’s streets and infrastructure.

Stakeholder input and public participation are paramount for the development and implementation
of any plan. The SETRPC Bicycle plan has had ample stakeholder and public participation input. In
2014, SETRPC held an initial workshop to recognize the SETHBC regular riding routes and bicycle-
friendly routes in the region. In 2017, SETRPC held five meetings/workshops to obtain feedback from
planning professionals and stakeholders. The input included visioning, goal setting, and identifying
the bicycle network.

Vision and Goals

The vision, goals, and objectives for this effort were derived from the initialpublic outreach process
that took place in 2016 and 2017.

The Bike Plan is guided by the following vision:

Bicyclists of all ages and abilities can travel safely andicomfortably throughout our region for both recreation
and commuting by using an interconnected, well- maintainéd-network of on and off-street pedestrian and
bicycle infrastructure.

Goal 1. Coordinate regionally and locally to-develop a well-connected regional bicycle network.

e  OBJECTIVE 1.1 Coordinate pedestrian and bicycle planning with local, county, regional, and state
transportation plans, programs, andprojects.

e  OBJECTIVE 1.2 Facilitate a local evidence-based and citizen-driven decision-making process to
advocate the plan.

e  OBJECTIVE 1.3 Secure funding from different sources to carry out short-term projects and develop a
long-term funding strategy for continued development and maintenance of network.

e  OBJECTIVE 1.4 Coordinate with cities to ensure the integration of the bike plan in city planning
initiatives.

Goal 2. Connect activity nodes, major destinations, and recreational areas in the three- county region
through a well-designed bicycle network and support facilities.

e  OBJECTIVE 2.1 |dentify and establish connections among major destinations including schools, parks,
hospitals, recreation areas, and employment and community centers.

e  OBJECTIVE 2.2 |dentify and recommend the use of nationally accepted best practices for the
development of bicycle facilities, including standards for construction, intersection treatment,
signage, and pavement markings.

12
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Goal 3. Encourage a walking and bicycling culture in the region through education and enforcement
programs for healthier and safer communities.

e  OBJECTIVE 3.1 Promote and encourage pedestrian and bicycle safety programs for bicyclists, schools,
law enforcement agencies, and motorists for sharing roadways and shared-use paths.

Stakeholder Participation and Public Outreach
The Southeast Texas region has a passionate bicycling community who participated in the planning
process of developing the Southeast Texas Bicycle Plan. The Plan provided the opportunity to engage
bike enthusiasts, stakeholders, and city officials all over the region to gather their input regarding
bicycle-friendly roads, the region’s streets, and existing infrastructure:

Stakeholder input and public participation are paramount for.the development and implementation
of the Plan. The SETRPC Bicycle plan has had ample stakeholder and public participation input. In
2014, SETRPC held an initial workshop to recognize the' SETHBC regular riding routes and bicycle-
friendly routes in the region. In 2017, SETRPC held fivé meetings/workshops to obtain feedback from
planning professionals and stakeholders. Public participation and input led to visioning, goal setting,
and identification of the bicycle network. The proposed bicyele network consists of 368 proposed
bicycle projects that span the Tri-County region.

Network Development

The first workshop was held on February 9, 2017, led by SETRPC where stakeholders from Texas
Department of Transportation fTXDOT), City of Beaumont, City of Port Neches, City of Nederland,
City of Port Arthur, SETHBC, and a local'bicycle shop were present. Funding options from TXDOT and
several completed and engoing projects in Beaumont and Port Neches were shown in the
presentations. A takeaway from the meeting was that retrofitting existing roadways would be difficult
to accomplish due toflimited budgets.

On March 1, 2017, a charrette was conducted with stakeholders as a visioning exercise and to
understand what streets peoplesthought were appropriate for new or improved bike facilities. The
goal was to identify the means to develop a bicycle network that would cater to everyone’s needs in
the region. By using large, printed maps and colored pens, the following information was gathered in
the charrette:

e Points of interest and nodes (recreational, institutional, and other communityfacilities)
e Service gaps and areas for improvement
e Barriers and hazardous intersections

The planning team carried out a detailed inventory of the bicycle-friendly roads identified in the
charrette. On March 23, 2017, a webinar was held between SETRPC and Texas Target Communities
to discuss the preliminary bicycle routes map and their feasibility (Figure 15).

13
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Figure 3 Charette activity

In the next workshop on April 24, 2017 (Figure 16), the maps were discussed again for feedback from
a larger audience along with the funding opportunities and initial cost estimation. Adjustments to the
proposed bike routes were noted from the public input. Note that cost estimation was removed from
the plan in 2021 as these were inaccurate.

ROPOSED NETWORK

Figure 4 Workshop on Design Recommendations

The final workshop took place on June 14, 2017, with the presentation of updated bike route maps
and design recommendations for bike facilities. After receiving comments from SETRPC on the draft
plan, the plan was schieduled to be finalized by September 2018.

Education, Encouragenteént, and’ Enforcement Programs
The participants of the early meetings agreed on the importance of education, encouragement, and

enforcement programs as part of promoting the Bicycle culture in the region. This plan recommends
the promotion of physical activity, support of bicycle clubs, National Bike Month events, Share-the-
Road safety programs, community bike programs, summer bike camps, etc. as part of travel demand
management activities, Bike to Work programs, and other encouragement activities to promote the
concept of people bicycling or walking for utilitarian travel.

Project Prioritization
In 2021, an excel-based tool was created to prioritize the proposed (368) projects. A meeting was held

on October 6, 2021 to update stakeholders, introduce the tool, and review preliminary Top 20 projects
developed by utilizing the project prioritization tool. Further input for the tool was gathered via survey
from October 1 to November 4, 2021. The survey aimed to gather public and stakeholder feedback
concerning the prioritization of the criteria used to analyze the proposed projects. A Top 20 Projects
list was created utilizing the tool calibrated based on the input received from stakeholders and the

14
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public. Note that further calibration can be done at a more localized level based on the entity’s
priorities (e.g. city-wide instead of region-wide).

15
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CHAPTER 03. EXISTING CONDITIONS

Overview

This chapter describes existing conditions and characteristics of the Tri-County region. First, the socio-
economic demographics of the region are described by the existing population data. This analysis is
followed by a summary of transportation mode share, transit services, and available bicycle
infrastructure. A detailed inventory of road segments is included as Appendix A that identifies
bicycling conditions, right-of-way, lanes, traffic volumes, and existing bicycle or pedestrian
infrastructure. These road segments were identified early on via stakeholder meetings in 2014 as
“bicyclist-friendly” connections or routes (Figure 6). Note that exact implementation of these routes
will depend on additional factors and considerations at the project level. Considerations include
safety, leveraging ongoing or future roadway work, possible partnerships, and costs associated with
improvements.

Existing Mode Share

This section describes the existing mode share or commuting to work preferénces for each County of
the study area. It highlights commuting by Active Tramsportation modes such as walking and bicycling
versus driving alone or carpooling. The section also includés commuting via public transportation.
Although not typically defined as active transportation, studies.have shown a higher level of physical
activity among public transportation riders because people who tse public transportation walk to or
from stops and stations or make other trips by foot during. their'day.

Sedentarism and low activity levels isi€orrelated with bad health outcomes. According to the County
Health Rankings, longer commuting distances in‘vehicles is associated with an increase in blood
pressure and body mass index; and.a deerease in‘physical activity'. Each additional hour spent in a
car per day is associated with _a 6 pereent increase in the likelihood of obesity?. Longer commutes
have also been associated with poorer mental health?®.

Existing Transit Network
Southeast Texas Transit (SETT), a rural transportation system operated by Southeast Texas Regional

Planning Commission, provides eurb-to-curb demand response transportation service for healthcare,
shopping, social service, employment, education, and recreational needs to seniors and persons with
disabilities in the entire Tri-County region.

Existing Bicycle Network

The Tri-County region has a very limited amount of officially designated bicycle routes. Currently, the
Tri-County region of Jefferson, Hardin, and Orange has 13.8 miles of existing bicycle facilities in the
form of bicycle lanes (Figure 7). Roads identified as “bicycle-friendly” in the 2014 meeting led by
SETRPC and SETHBC members are illustrated in Figure 6. The route map includes existing off-road
trails and existing roadways with special treatment to accommodate bicycles (such as designated lanes
or signed routes), and the aforementioned “bicycle-friendly” roads. These routes indicate the key

" Hoehner CM, Barlow CE, Allen P, Schootman M. Commuting distance, cardiorespiratory fitness, and metabolic risk. American
Journal of Preventive Medicine. 2012; 42(6):571-578.

2 Frank LD, Andresen MA, Schmid TL. Obesity relationships with community design, physical activity, and time spent in cars.
American Journal of Preventive Medicine. 2004; 27(2):87-96.

3 Kiinn-Nelen A. Does commuting affect health? Health Economics. 2016; 25(8):984-1004.
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segments currently used by bicyclists in the area and they serve as a base to build upon and develop
the robust proposed biking network for the Southeast Texas region.
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Figure 6 Existing Bicycle Friendly Routes
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Demographic

The county seat and the largest city in the Jefferson County is Beaumont with a population of 118,296.
Of the three counties, Jefferson has the largest population, 253,780, with the highest density of 255
residents per square mile. The county had a population increase of 0.1% from 2000 to 2010. The racial
composition of the county is prominently white (59.3%), followed by African American (43.2%). The
Hispanic population accounts for 22.1% of the population. The median age is 41 years, and the median
household income is $53,789. In Jefferson County, 14.2% of the population are seniors (65 years and
over), and 28.8% of the households have one person or more with a disability.

Table 1 Demographic Profile — Jefferson Count
Characteristics Orange County

Total Population 253,780
Population Density (Pop per Square Mile) 255
Black/African American Non-Hispanic Population (%) 43.2%
White Non-Hispanic Population (%) 49.4%
Hispanic Population (%) 23.1%
Households with 1+ Persons with a Disability (%)* 28.8%
Owner Households with No Vehicles (%)* 2/8%
Population Age 25+: 9-12th Grade/No Diploma (%) 7.9%
Households Below the Poverty Level (%)* 16.7%
Employed Civilian Population Age 16+ 105,455
Workers Age 16+* 104,529
Unemployment Rate 8.2%
Total Population: 65 Years and Over (%) 14.2%
Median Age 37.5
Median Household Income $53,789

Note: * means the statistics are from the 2019 American Community Survey; the rest are from 2021.
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Transportation

Existing Modle Share

According to the 2019 American Community Survey, less than one percent of the workers 16 years
and over are active commuters who walk or bike to work. Besides, about 0.6 percent of the workers
use public transportation for commuting. Most workers (89.22%) drive alone to work; it is followed by
carpooling (6.7%).

Table 2 Means of Transportation to Work for Workers 16 Years and Over (2019)
Characteristics Population (%)

2019 Workers 16+ Worked at Home 1.83%
2019 Workers 16+ Took Other Means of Transportation 0.67%
2019 Workers 16+ Walked 0.86%
2019 Workers 16+ Bicycled 0.02%
2019 Workers 16+ Motorcycled 0.09%
2019 Workers 16+ Took a Taxicab 0.01%
2019 Workers 16+ Took a Ferryboat 0.00%
2019 Workers 16+ Took a Long-distance Train or Commuter Rail 0.00%
2019 Workers 16+ Took a Subway or Elevated 0.00%
2019 Workers 16+ Took Light Rail, Streetcar or Trolley 0.03%
2019 Workers 16+ Took Public Transportation 0.59%
2019 Workers 16+ Drove Alone to Work 89.22%
2019 Workers 16+ Carpooled 6.71%
Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16 years+, 2016202 20.5

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2019 Americaneommunity Sufvey 5-Yéar Estimates

Existing Transit Network

Currently there are two transit agenciesdnJefferson County that offer fixed-route services: Beaumont
Transit (BMT) and Port Arthur. Transit (PAT). BMT is a publicly funded transit agency that operates in
Beaumont, Texas. BMT.@wns 17 buses serving 10 fixed routes and eight paratransit vans serving
paratransit as shown_in Figure 8."According to the 2019 National Transit Database, BMT provided
416,352 passengertrips(NTD 2019).

PAT is a publicly funded transit agency that currently leases 10 fixed-route buses and 15 paratransit
vans (Figure 9). PAT operates 11 fixed routes and a paratransit service in the urban area. In 2019, PAT
provided 98,069 passenger trips in its fixed-route service and 18,375 in its paratransit service.

Existing Bicycle Network

Of all the Counties, Jefferson County has the most bicycle infrastructure. The images below show
existing bicycle facilities in the City of Beaumont (Figure 10) and Cities of Nederland, Port Arthur,
Groves, and Port Neches (Figure 11).
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Demographics

The county seat and largest city is Orange with a population of 19,324 according to the 2021 U.S.
Census. Among the three counties, Orange County has the second largest population, 84,169, with a
density of 228.7 people per square mile. Population has grown slightly by 1.9% from 2010 to 2019. The
racial composition of Orange County consists of primarily White people (86.8%). African Americans
and Hispanics comprise 9.44% and 9.09% of the population respectively. The median age is 40.7 years,
and the median household income is $65,460. In Orange County, 15.6% of the population are seniors
(65 years and over), and 33.5% of the households have one person or more with a disability.

Table 3 Demographic Profile - Orange Count
Characteristics Orange County

Total Population 85,169
Population Density (Pop per Square Mile) 229
Black/African American Non-Hispanic Population (%) 9.4%
White Non-Hispanic Population (%) 86.8%
Hispanic Population (%) 9.1%
Households with 1+ Persons with a Disability (%)* 33.5%
Owner Households with No Vehicles (%)* 2.8%
Population Age 25+: 9-12th Grade/No Diploma (%) 8.1%
Households Below the Poverty Level (%)* 13.2%
Employed Civilian Population Age 16+ 37,273
Workers Age 16+* 37,012
Unemployment Rate 7.0%
Total Population: 65 Years and Over (%) 15. 69%
Median Age 40.7
Median Household Income $65,460

Note: * means the statistics are from the 2019 American Community Survey; the rest are from 2021
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Transportation

Existing Mode Share

According to the 2019 American Community Survey, 1.3% of the workers 16 years and over are active
commuters who walk or bike to work. Besides, about 0.3% of the workers use public transportation for

commuting. Most workers (86.3%) drive alone to work; it is followed by carpooling (9.4%).

Table 4 2019 Workers 16+ Means of Transportation to Work
Characteristic Population (%)

2019 Workers 16+ Worked at Home 1.75%
2019 Workers 16+ Took Other Means of Transportation 1.01%
2019 Workers 16+ Walked 1.21%
2019 Workers 16+ Bicycled 0.05%
2019 Workers 16+ Motorcycled 0.04%
2019 Workers 16+ Took a Taxicab 0.00%
2019 Workers 16+ Took a Ferryboat 0.00%
2019 Workers 16+ Took a Long-distance Train or Commuter Rail 0.00%
2019 Workers 16+ Took a Subway or Elevated 0.00%
2019 Workers 16+ Took Light Rail, Streetcar or Trolley 0.00%
2019 Workers 16+ Took Public Transportation 0.31%
2019 Workers 16+ Drove Alone to Work 86.27%
2019 Workers 16+ Carpooled 9.36%
Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16 years +, 2016-202 24.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2019 Americami@ommunity Survey 5-Year Estimates

Existing Transit Network

Currently there are no fixed-route services opérating in Orange County. Southeast Texas Transit
(SETT) Orange County Transit,;»a rural transportation system operated by Southeast Texas Regional
Planning Commission (SETRPC), provides eurb-to-curb demand/response transportation service for
healthcare, shopping, social services, employment, education, and recreational needs to seniors and

persons with disabilities in the County.

Existing Bicycle Network
Currently there are no bicycle facilities in Orange County.
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Demographics

Hardin County includes a part of the Big Thicket National Preserve. The county seat is Kountze with a
population of 2,123 and the largest city is Lumberton with 11,943 people.

Among the three counties, Hardin has the lowest density, 69 pop/sq mi, with a population of 62,259.
Lumberton and Silsbee are the most densely populated cities in the County. The County has
experienced significant population increase of 13.7% from 2000 to 2010. The racial demography
mostly consists of white with 91.4% of the population, followed by African Americans with 5.8% of the
population. The Hispanic population accounts for 6.3% of the population. The median age is 40 years,
and the median household income is $63,339. In Hardin County, 16.5% of the population are seniors
(65 years and over), and 2.7% of the households have one person or more with a disability.

Table 5 Demographic Profile - Hardin Count:
Characteristics Hardin County

Total Population 62,259
Population Density (Pop per Square Mile) 69
Black/African American Non-Hispanic Population (%) 5.8%
White Non-Hispanic Population (%) 91.4%
Hispanic Population (%) 6.3%
Households with 1+ Persons with a Disability (%)* 32.6%
Owner Households with No Vehicles (%)* 2.7%
Population Age 25+: 9-12th Grade/No Diploma (%) 7.9%
Households Below the Poverty Level (%)* 14.1%
Employed Civilian Population Age 16+ 25.133
Workers Age 16+* 23,842
Unemployment Rate 5.2%
Total Population: 65 Years and Over (%) 16.5%
Median Age 40.1
Median Household Income $63,339

Note: * means the statistics are from the 2019 American Community Survey;

the rest are from 2021
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Transportation

Existing Mode Share

According to the 2019 American Community Survey, 1.27% of the population 16 years and older
commute to work by Active Transportation (i.e., walking, bicycling, and/or public transportation).
Most people (87.09%) drive alone to work. The second most common means of transportation to
work is carpooling (8.52%).

Table 6 Workers 16+ Means of Transportation to Work
Characteristic Population (%)

2019 Workers 16+ Worked at Home 2.53%
2019 Workers 16+ Took Other Means of Transportation 0.55%
2019 Workers 16+ Walked 0.78%
2019 Workers 16+ Bicycled 0.25%
2019 Workers 16+ Motorcycled 0.03%
2019 Workers 16+ Took a Taxicab 0.00%
2019 Workers 16+ Took a Ferryboat 0.00%
2019 Workers 16+ Took a Long-distance Train or Commuter Rail 0.00%
2019 Workers 16+ Took a Subway or Elevated 0.11%
2019 Workers 16+ Took Light Rail, Streetcar or Trolley 0.00%
2019 Workers 16+ Took Public Transportation 0.13%
2019 Workers 16+ Drove Alone to Work 0.24%
2019 Workers 16+ Carpooled 87.09%
Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16 years +, 2016-202 29.3

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2019 Ameriéan Cemmunity SUkvey 5-Year Estimates

Existing Transit Network
Currently there are no fixed-route services operating in Hardin County. Southeast Texas Transit (SETT),

a rural transportation system operated by:Southeast Texas Regional Planning Commission, provides
curb-to-curb demand/response transportation service for healthcare, shopping, social services,
employment, education;.and recreational needs to seniors and persons with disabilities in the County.

Existing Bicycle Network
Currently there are no bicycle facilities in Hardin County.
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CHAPTER 04. HIKING AND BICYCLING

This chapter includes discussion on active transportation facility types, design considerations and
available TxDOT guidance to build these facilities. It also discusses the benefits of walking and
bicycling as modes of transportation.

Benefits of Hiking and Bicycling
Walking and bicycling as modes of transportation have several benefits. The benefits to provide active
transportation options which include:

a)

Improved public health — Increased walking and biking, for commuting to work and recreation,
are among the most effective ways to address America’s crisis of physical inactivity. Physical
inactivity is a major factor in high and rising rates of chronic diseases that cost the U.S. health
care system trillions of dollars each year. Physical activity such as walking and biking in people’s
daily lives reduces obesity and related diseases such as coronary heart disease, stroke, certain
types of diabetes, colon cancer, hypertension, osteoporaosis, depression, and lower back pain.

Reduced environmental impact — Active transportation can replace automobile trips and
reduce greenhouse gas emissions from private yehicles. A bicycle eéémmuter who rides four
miles to work, five days a week, avoids 2,000"miles of driving and (in the U.S.) about 2,000
pounds of carbon dioxide emissions each year. This amounts to nearly a five percent reduction
in the average American’s carbon footprint (Gardner, G 2010).

Improved public safety — Street-scale features or improvements for walking and biking add
more "“eyes on the street” for crime reduction.

Enhanced Multimodal Traffic Safety — Active transportation facilities (i.e., sidewalks and bicycle
lanes) in conjunction with othertraffiercalming measures can be used to encourage reduced
vehicular speeds to.aeeemmodate bicyclists and walkers.

Increased tramsportation choices~ Children, senior citizens, and other adults can choose
alternative methods as well as those who cannot afford to own a car and have limited options
for transportation.

Increased economic development opportunities — \Well-designed active transportation facilities
can support economic development opportunities for bussiness and tourism.
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Types of Walking and Bicycling Facilities
Active transportation facilities include infrastructure designed and built to accommodate active
transportation such as bicycling, walking, wheelchair use, and micro-mobility vehicles such as electric
scooters. The Southeast Texas transportation system includes many facility types, including sidewalks,
bicycle lanes, shared-use paths, and trails. There are other types of infrastructure that can be
implemented in the Tri-County region.

Sidewalk

Description

Most common form of walkway infrastructure,
exclusively for pedestrians.

Typical Location

Often run parallel to low-, medium- or high-
volume roadways, including arterials and minor
arterials.

Design
Considerations

Bicycle Lane

Description

The FHWA recommends that sidewalks be at
least 5 feet in width if they are set back from the
curb.

6-feet wide or wider is preferred, when'it
touches the curb, or in locations with heavy.
pedestrian traffic.

On-street dedicated space for bicyclists.
Studies show that 9oth drivers and cyclists
behave less.erratically when cyclists use bicycle
lanes” Bike “lane * configurations include
conventional bike lanes, buffered bike lanes,
protected bike |lanes, contra-flow bike lanes,
etc.

Typical Location

Medium-or high- volume roadways, including
arterials and'minor arterials.

Design
Considerations

At least 4 feet wide on roadways with open
shoulders, and at least 5 feet wide on roadways
with curb and gutter and/or on-street parking.

Pavement  markings every 1/2  mile.
Incorporated into the design of new roadways
typically adds a small amount to the total
construction cost; however, retrofitting an
existing road with additional pavement can have
substantial costs.
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Shared-Use Path / Trail

Dedicated bicycle facility generally located outside
of a road’s right-of-way. May also be used by
Description pedestrians, skaters, joggers, and other non-
motorized users.

Within an exclusive right of way separated from
automobile traffic.

Typical

Location Found along utility corridors, waterways, and
drainage facilities, and within parks.

Design Shared-use paths should be 10 to 14 feet wide to

Considerations | @ccommodate two-way traffic, with a shoulder 2
feet wide on each side of the facility.

Signed Shared Roadway

Encourage bicyclists and motorists to share the
road, especially where a wide outsidedane (14
feet or wider) exists.

Description
Often denoted using shared-lane markings or
“sharrows.”
Typical Low- or medium-voldme streets (e.g. collector
Location streets).
Provide shared-lane markings.every 250 feet, 4
feet from the edge of pavement or door zone of
Design parkedscars.

Considerations
Provide bicycle route signage every 1/4 mile and

at intersections.

Signed Shoulder Bicycie Route

Per the 2012 AASHTO Guide for the Development
of Bicycle Facilities, shoulders where paved can be
used by bicyclists. Shoulders are the portion of
roadway contiguous with the travel way that
accommodates stopped vehicles, emergency use,
and lateral support for

sub-base, base, and surface course.

Description

A signed shoulder bike route shall include posted

Typical bike route signs and may include pavement
Location markings.

Provide bicycle route signage every 1/4 mile and

Design intersections.
Considerations
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Bicycle Facilities Design Considerations
Bicycle accommodation design and standards may vary at the local, state and federal levels. This

section includes some considerations to take into account when designing bicycle infrastructure and
amenities. Note that for TxDOT-maintained roads, TxDOT specifications apply. In 2021, TxDOT
provided interim guidance for bicycle infrastructure that further enhances safety and comfort level of
most cyclists and is consistent with the draft AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities
(5™ Edition) that is under review. This guidance is based on the review of new national guidelines for
the best practices for the design of bicycle facilities and supersedes AASHTO's Guide for the
Development of Bicycle Facilities (4th Edition, 2012). The AASHTO guidance applies in the event that
TxDOT does not provide guidance for a specific design criterion.

Signage and Wayfinding

All bike facilities should have proper signage and wayfinding symbols, both on poles and roadways,
to provide points of reference for the bicyclists (Figure 4). This applies to both existing and proposed
designated bikeways as part of the road network.
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Figure 12 Signage and Wayfinding Examples for Bicycle Facilities

Bike Parking

Proper short or long-term bicycle parking at transit stations, work sites, shopping centers, and similar
sites can support the bicycling needs of the region. Cities can adopt their own bicycle parking
ordinances while ensuring visibility, access, security, lighting, and weather protection. This plan uses
the design recommendations from the Essentials of Bike Parking: Selecting and Installing Bike Parking
That Works (2015) issued by Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals (APBP) to provide
guidance for bicycle parking site planning, rack-selection, placement and spacing, and installation
(Table 5).

36



SETRP‘ Southeast Texas Bicycle Plan (2040)

Table 7 Recommended Guidelines for Bicycle Parking Locations and Quantities
Physical Location

Land Use or Location

City park

Adjacent to restrooms, picnic area, fields,
and other attractions

Bicycle Capacity

8 bicycles per acre

City schools

Near office entrance with good visibility

8 bicycles per 40 students

Public facilities (city hall, libraries,
community centers)

Near main entrance with good visibility

8 bicycles per location

Commercial, retail and industrial
developments over 10,000 gross
square feet

Near office entrance with good visibility

1 bicycle per 50 employees or
8 bicycles per 10,000 gross
square feet

Shopping centers over 10,000 gross
square feet

Near office entrance with gooduisibility

8 bicycles per 10,000 gross
square feet

Commercial districts

Near office entrance with good visibility,
not to obstruct pedestrian and vehicular
movement

2 bicycles every 200 feet

Transit stations

Near platform and security. guard

1 bicycle per 30 parking spaces
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Traffic Calming Strategies

Traffic calming strategies are physical obstructions meant to slow down and possibly divert vehicles.

More generally, these strategies change a road to lower vehicle speeds, reduce traffic volumes,

divert cut-through traffic, or some combination therein. Several traffic calming strategies can be

implemented to provide safer roads for pedestrians and bicyclists.

Widening Sidewalks/Narrowing Streets and Traffic Lanes

Description

These techniques provide a flexible way to take
back space from the street for non-motor-
vehicle uses. A Policy on Geometric Design of
Highways and Streets (1) contains criteria for
determining appropriate lane widths and
provides significant flexibility to use travel lanes
as narrow as 10 ft (3.0 m) in a variety of
situations. Factors that should be considered
include operating speeds, volumes, traffic mix,
horizontal curvature, use of on-street parking,
and street context, among others

Benefits

Narrowing lanes and widening sidewalks easés
crossing for pedestrians and gives them more
space to walk.

Traffic lanes can be transformed.int6 bicycle
lanes.

All street lanés can be narrowed together to
create more room fer non-auto uses.

Disadvantages

Diagonal Parking

Vehicular traffic might worsen temporarily in
some instances.

Cars park diagonally, jutting out from the curb,

D _—
escription rather than parallel to it.
Changes both the perception and the function
of a street.
Drivers pulling out and incoming drivers must
Benefits be alerted to approaching traffic, making it safer

for pedestrians and bicyclists
Can add up to 40% more parking space than
parallel parking.

38



ETRP‘ Southeast Texas Bicycle Plan (2040)

JUTH EAST TEXAS REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

Changing One-Way Streets to Two-Way Streets

Single or double traffic lanes, either face-to-face
Description or with a median, sometimes flanked by parking.

Decreases distance between destinations.
Benefits Could reduce traffic speed

Reduction of total network capacity can result in
slower speed and congestion.
Temporary disruptions to businesses as patrons
adjust to new street patterns.

Disadvantages

Bulbs, Chokers, and Neckdowns

Interchangeable terms for sidewalk extensions in
selected areas — such as at intersections of at mid-

Description
P block — as opposed to a full sidewalk widening.
Provides a haven for pedestrians waiting to cross
the street.
Benefits Shortens the crossing distance.

Provide space for amenities and enhancements
(e.g., kiosks, trees, lighting).

Chokers and neckdowns are unfriendly to cyclists

Disadvantages | \n|ess designed to atedmmodate!

Chicanes

Sidewalk extensions that jog from one side of a
Description street to the other to replicate a circuitous route.

Narrow, curving roads encourage motorists to
drive more slowly and carefully.

Can be formed using sculpture, plantings, and
parking to enhance the appearance and function
Benefits of a street.

Best used on narrow roads to prevent cars from
swinging out to maintain their speed around the
bends.

Can be costly, better installed in conjunction with
street reconstruction.

May create opportunities for head-on conflicts or
narrow streets.

Disadvantages
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‘ Landscaping area to be maintained increases.

Roundabouts

Large, raised, circular islands at the middle of
major intersections, around which all
oncoming vehicles must travel until reaching
their destination street, where they then turn

Description

off.

Low- or medium-volume streets (e.g. collector
Benefits streets).

Disadvantages

Road Humps and Speed Tables

Requires additional signage.
Initial safety issues as drivers adjust.

Road humps (or “speed humps”) are rounded
mounds, approximately three inches high and
10 to 12 feet long.

Speed tables are road humps that are flat on

Description . )
top and sometimes slightly longer. They are
the same width as the street and rise to meet
the grade of the sidewalk.
Provide safe and comfortable crossings for
walkers and wheelchairs.

Benefits

Tight Corner Curbs

Description

They-effectively slow down traffic to 15-20
mph without making drivers uncomfortable.

The longer the radius of a curve, the faster a
vehicle can move around that curve — as
many pedestrians witness when, in crossing
at an intersection, they are confronted by a
car whizzing around the corner seemingly out
of nowhere.

Benefits

Inhibits the speed of turning vehicles.

Gives pedestrians a better chance to see and
be seen by approaching traffic.

Adds sidewalk space, thereby shortening the
distance to the other side of the street.
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CHAPTER 05. 2040 BICYCLE NETWORK

This section provides an overview of the proposed bicycle network in the region. The network was
created through a process that involved past efforts, public input, field analysis, and technical review
by SETRPC. The recommended Bicycle Network comprises 368 segments or projects. These were
identified during the workshops held in 2014 and 2017. In 2021, a tool was developed to prioritize
these segments according to criteria The combined results were analyzed to see where the networks
overlapped and what gaps were left to be filled.

Due to more stakeholders in attendance from Jefferson County, this county received more detailed
suggestions. The residents were mainly from Beaumont, with one participant from Port Arthur and
Port Neches each. Orange County had only one participantfand Hardin County had three
representatives. As a result, the proposed bike routes are more/detailed at the city level in Jefferson
County, where Beaumont, Port Neches, Nederland, Port Arthur, and Groves were focused on
separately. Orange and Hardin Counties were addressed as'one. The, proposed bicycle network
(Figure 13) serves the long-range vision of providing a viable form of alternative transportation in the
region.
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Factors Considered for the Bicycle Network

The proposed bicycle network is a direct result of the community and stakeholder meetings as well as
roadway condition investigations. It entails a total of 595 miles of Bicycle infrastructure. Its main
objective is to connect points of interest identified at these meetings. A variety of facility types can be
designed for pedestrians and bicyclists. The parameters for choosing the most appropriate facility
types often include, but are not limited to:

Right-of-way (ROW) width,

speed limit and volume,

expected pedestrian and bicyclist activities,
existing pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, and
cost drivers (e.g. such as bridges,

surrounding land uses.

A roadway conditions inventory was completed through a combination of desktop review via Google
Earth and GIS databases. Information gathered included ROW, speed limit, existence of shoulder,
and existing sidewalks. These conditions are notatedons Appendix A. Initially, facility type
recommendations were provided based on these conditions; however, further planning and
engineering are required to provide feasible alternativés. Generally, major highways were avoided as
much as possible, due to unsafe biking and walking conditions. Note that alternatives might entail
projects shifting to nearby streets with better, safer roadway conditions. The bicycle network will
include Bicycle infrastructure that is context sensitive.

Bicycle Projects Prioritization Tool

A Microsoft Excel-based model was developed to prioritize the proposed 368 Bicycle network
segments. The objective of the to6l is to help SETRRC and other local entities in the region, prioritize
the proposed Bicycle segmenits according to aréa needs, cost drivers. Projects were evaluated
through various lenses or criteria thaticorrespond to current Federal and State policy goals. Criteria
weights are based on meeting priority policy objectives at the state and national levels and supporter
via stakeholders’ input’ The criteria were weighted based on the communities’ priorities, gathered
from stakeholders’ résponses to a survey that ran from September 28 to November 4, 2021. At closing,
the survey had a total of\113 responses. The six criteria and corresponding scoring weight are listed
in Table 3. Appendix B deseribes in detail the methodology of the prioritization tool.

Table 8 Points assigned to Criteria based on survey results from 11/4
Criteria Points

Safety 60
Connectivity 42
Environmental Justice 25
Human and Built Environment 22
Opportunities 30
Cost Drivers 21
Total 200

* Survey closed on 11/04/2021, includes 113 responses
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Safety
The safety evaluation criterion assessed three factors:

o Vehicle crash rate of all types of crashes occurred along the corridor
o Crash rate of fatal and severe bicycle crashes that occurred along the corridor
o Truck percentage

All Crashes — sourced from TxDOT Crash Record Information System (CRIS) database. It is
quantified as all vehicle crashes along the project segment.

Fatal and Severe Crashes involving Bicyclists — sourced from TxDOT CRIS database. It is
quantified as all crashes involving bicyclists that have resulted in a fatality or a severe injury during
a 5-Year period between 2015 and 2019 along the project segment. The bike crash rates
(frequency) along the project segment are translated as a percentile rank.

Truck Percentage — sourced from TxDOT State PlanningdMap. Weighted average of truck
percentages available per project segment.

Connectivity
Project should enhance mobility and connectivity to transit, €xisting bicycle facilities, parks, jobs,
grocery stores, and schools.

Environmental Justice (Equity)
Project should provide mobility options for all, inclusive 6fsunderserved disadvantaged populations
such as low-income, minorities, and households without vehicles.

Human and Built Environmey@Suitability
Project should provide connectivity in areas thatare densely populated, walkable, and compact.

Opportunities
Project implementation can be ‘accomplished with future construction or planned roadway
improvements.

Cost Drivers

Project should be mindful of costs drivers (i.e. bridge crossings, railroad crossings, and highway
crossings) that will increase total project cost. Cost drivers often make projects cost-prohibitive for
agencies and reduce funding for other projects.
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Proposed Bicycle Network and Prioritized Projects
A Top 20 Projects List was created based on an initial selection of 150 segments (Figure 14). Sizes vary

in sizing due to initial selection and development of projects. Segments have been combined to make
longer, more meaningful connections.
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Jefferson County

Proposed Bicycle Network in the City of Beaumont

The bicycle network in the City of Beaumont (Figure 15) aimed to connect the north and south parts
of the city, Lamar University with the rest of the city, and downtown with other commercial nodes.
Interstate 10 goes through the city, limiting the connectivity of the north and south. A few points have
been identified through which bike infrastructure has been suggested to maintain connections. Next,
the network connected Lamar University to the northern part of the city. Skilled bicyclists can use the
highway for this purpose, but for others it might be a hindrance to use a bicycle as a mode. To provide
users with a choice, Park Street and Pennsylvania Avenue were suggested as alternative connections.
Both streets are one way and have existing bike lanes that can be used. Another point of interest in
this city is the Hillebrandt Bayou. The plan proposes a trail along the bayou, which can be a scenic
bikeway in the city.

46



Southeast Texas Bicycle Plan (2040)

SOUTH EAST TEXAS REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
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Proposed Bicycle Network in Cities of Port Neches, Port Arthur, Nederland and Groves

The network (Figure 16) aimed to connect schools, libraries, and parks throughout the cities to provide
safe routes for children, joggers, pedestrians, and recreational bike-riders, and to connect downtown
and other commercial areas in this part of the county. The Twin Cities Highway and the Kansas City
Southern (KCS) railway go through the cities and create some hindrance in the connectivity of the
bikeways. A few points were identified where bikeways can be connected without crossing the
highway or railroad. Where this was not possible, appropriate signage and safety measures need to
be adopted.

The Block Bayou and Oak Memorial Park were connected with the levee and proposed “Port Neches
Riverfront”, which has the potential to be a recreational hub in this city. There is also a network of
canals- the Drainage District 7 (DD7) canals and the Lower Neches Valley Authority (LNVA) canal
throughout the cities. The parts of the canals which have sufficient right-of-way can accommodate
bike trails along them to increase connectivity. The Main Canal Trail and the LNVA Trail have been
proposed alongside the canals to connect to the bikeways on the streets, which provides alternative
routes around the cities.

The City of Port Arthur has some major points of interest that have potential for connections with other
parts of the city. There is another campus of Lamar University+in this city where there is probability of
higher biking rates. Moreover, the downtown and watérfront mear Lake Sabine could be areas that
could generate a lot of recreational bicycling. Parts 6f the, DD7 canals also flow through these cities
and have been considered for providing bicycling facilities. The schools, parks, and major commercial
nodes have also been connected through bikeways.
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SOUTH EAST TEXAS REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

Orange County
The cities within Orange County are quite far from each other, which poses the challenge of

connecting the downtowns of each city in the network (Figure 17). There are some parks and
educational institutions throughout the cities where connections were attempted through the
proposed bikeways. A crucial point in this county is the proximity of the Big Thicket National Park to
the city of Pine Forest, which could not be connected due to the wetland in between. The network
also connected the City of Vidor with Beaumont, where the only possible road is Rainbow Bridge, a
high-speed road, unsuitable for bicycling. A bicycle bridge may be built in the long term.

= Proposed Bicycle Network
Top 20 Projects
o 0 Green Ave

Figure 17 Bicycle Network for Orange Countyadop Projects from Prioritization Run
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SOUTH EAST TEXAS REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

Hardin County

This is the home of the Big Thicket National Park, and consequently a potential hub for recreational
cyclists and tourists. The major goal in the network (Figure 18) was to connect the cities, which are
quite far from each other, so transit between them was utilized on the connecting highways. The
recommendation will be to have policies that ensure buses on these routes have bike racks so that
bicyclists can carry them up to a certain point until the streets are safer for biking. The local streets
inside the cities were also quite narrow, so the plan recommends signed shared roadways there.

—— Proposed Bicycle Network
Top 20 Projects

e N 5th St

e TX-69

Figure 18 Bicycle Network in Cities of Lumberton and Silsbee and Top Projects from Prioritization Run
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Chapter 06: IMPLEMENTATION

Checking Progress

SETRPC will work closely with the Bicycle Plan Advisory Committee and local entities to update the
region’s Bicycle Plan map. SETRPC should supervise the tasks and prepare an annual progress report
to ensure accountability and a consistent roadmap for achieving the goals. The progress report will
establish performance measures to evaluate the progress towards achieving the goals and objectives
laid out in this plan. After collecting baseline data, the following aspects should be addressed for the
evaluation:

e Safety: Measures of bicycle crashes or injuries.
e Usage: Measures of how many people are bicycling on on-road and off-road facilities.

e Facilities: Measures of how many bicycle facilities are available and the quality of these
facilities.

e Education/Enforcement: Measures of the numbér of peeple educated or number of
people ticketed as a part of a bicycle safety campaign.

e Institutionalization: Measures of the total budget spent on bicycle projects and programs,
or the number of municipal employees recéiving bieycle facility'design training.

The progress report should also include the following cemponents to gauge progress on
implementation of the Bicycle Network:

e Status of each action step,

e Accomplished actions over the last year,
e Obstacles and constraints for the actions,
e Proposed amendments to the action items for the next year, and
e Proposed additional actioniitems.
Action Type

Capital Improvement Program

The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) action type means there will be a significant investment in
the counties and/or cities and'should include the efforts of the counties and/or cities in infrastructure,
drainage improvements, parks facilities, etc.

Ordinance or Regulation
The ordinance or regulation action type refers to the local government policies that can be formulated
and/or adopted as a part of development regulations, and other county and city standards.

Program

The program action type refers to routine activities, special projects, or initiatives taken on by the
county, cities, or other organizations that include community outreach efforts, special training,
awareness, etc.
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Partnership or Collaboration

The partnership or collaboration action type refers to action steps that require additional partners or
coordination with other agencies, organizations, or companies from the public and/or private sector.
This is often the most critical action type that caters to developing relationships with other partners
over a span of time period with fruitful results.

More Targeted Planning
The more targeted planning action type refers to actions that are related to additional studies, plans,
reports, etc. that are needed for a more detailed analysis of conditions or more specific solutions.

Action 1 eaders

To identify the action leaders and responsible parties for the action steps, following codes have been
created:

ADM: Staff within (courts, administration, secretary, human resources; and finance)
BUS: Business and stakeholders COC: Chamber of Commeree

EDC: Economic Development Corporation ENG: Engineérs

FCL: Facilities

GB: Governing bodies

PLAN: Planning, city management SRV: Services

SD: Special districts

Funding

Many internal and external funding’sources are available to assist SETRPC in accomplishing the goals.
Internal resources are the taxes.and fees relevant to the action items, and numerous external funding
resources include federal, state andlocalfunds: The funding column in the Action Tasks table provides
suggestions for funding sourees.or grants for each of the action items. Detailed information on funding
sources can be found infAppendix C.

Implementation Table

The following table lists the,action'steps linked to the goals and objectives stated in Chapter 1. The
table also mentions the time frame of the action items, action type, action leaders responsible to
manage each item, and possible funding resources for implementing them.
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Short-Term
Medium-Term

Long-Term

Capital
Improvement

Project
Ordinance or

Regulation

Partnership or

Collaboration

Maore Targeted

Planning

Action Leaders
Funding

Notes

Time Frame

Acti

=
o
=
_|
<
18]
(0]

GOAL 1: COORDINATE REGIONALLY AND LOCALLY

1.1.1 Create and adopt a bicycle plan

Create and adobt a bicycle plan that states a vision for
your community.

OBJ 1.1

ONGOING

ADM, FLAN, GB

1.1.2 Coerdinate with Developers

Incentivize developers to provide sidewalks and
bicycle facilities in new developments.

OBJ 11

ONGOING

ADM, PLAN, COC,
BUS

1.1.3 Partner with TXDOT

Meet semiannually with TXDOT, legislators, and SET
cities about hike and bike initiatives and link to
TXDOT.

OBJ 1.1

ONGOING

ADM, PLAN, GB

1.1.4 Partner with Special Districts

Meet quarterly with special districts in the cities about
hike and bike initiatives installment and maintenance.

OBJ 1.1

ONGOING

ADM, PLAN

1.1.5 Partner with Health and Safety Coalitions

Meet semiannually with health and safety coalitions in
the cities about hike and bike initiatives installment
and maintenance.

OBJ 1.1

ONGOING

ADM, PLAN

1.1.6 Coordinate with Utility

Utility companies must be held responsible for
replacing bike facilities when they do work in the
public right-of- way. Guidance should be added ©
TXDOT's Regulations for Openings, Construction and
Repair in the Public Way to ensure bike lanes are
properly

restored.

OBJ 1.1

ONGOING

ADM, PLAN, ENG,
SRV, SD

1.2.1 Establish Maintenance Practices

Keeping barrier-protected bike lanes clear in SET will
be just as important as keeping all strests clear.
TXDOT will coordinate with the Department of Streets
and Sanitation to ensure street sweeping of bike lanes.

OBJ1.2

ADM, PLAN, ENG, SRV
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1.2.2 Feasibility Study for Prioritizing Projects
Prioritize projects using excel based tool, based on
your communities' priorities. Conduct feasibility - Alternatives Analysis Program -
studies of prioritized projects to identify alternatives. Discretionary Livability Funding
Opportunity;
OBJ 1.2 X X |ADM. PLAN. ENG - Bus .and Bus Initiative Livability
Initiative;
- Hazard Elimination and Railway-
Highway Crossing programs;
- Surface Transportation Program (STP).
1.2.3 Establish Performance Measures
Conduct evidence-based and data-driven study on
performance, including usage, safety, facilities, etc. OBJ12 X X ?523'4 FLAN. See Section 1.2.2
1.3.1 Establish Funding Sources
A dedicated funding source must be established that
is tied to the lifs cycle of the facilities in order to keep )
bicycle infrastructure in a state of good repair. 0B8J1.3 X X |ADM, PLAN, BUS See Section 1.2.2
1.4.1 Mode share & Safety Goal in Comprehensive Plan
Encourage cities to include mode share and safety
Rk besgdio g L DU gosl Gl deibling the OBJ 1.4 X 5 ADM, PLAN See Section 1.2.2
amaunt of walking and bicycling and improving safety
by 10%.
1.4.2 Health & Physical Activity in Comprehensive Plan
Encourage cities to include health and physical activity
with a goal of having all three-county region’s
residents meet or exceed the U.S. Surgeon General's | OBJ 1.4 X X ADM, PLAN See Section 1.2.2
recommendations for daily physical activity
1.4.3 Modify Local Subdivision Ordinances
Add and/or medify the local subdivision crdinances
for accommodating sidewalks and bicycle facilitiesin - | OBJ 1.4 X X ADM, PLAN See Section 1.2.2
all new subdivisions.

1.4.4 ROW as Bicycle Facilities

Acquire land for installing bicycle facilities OBJ 1.4 | | E | | | |ADM, PLAN See Section 1.2.2
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1.4.5 Future Road Connect Activity Nodes
Project future road and bike natwork to connect major
destinations including schools, parks, hospitals ADM. PLAN. ENG
recreation areas, employment and community centers. OBJ1.4 X X BUS ’ ' ' See Section 1.2.2
1.4.6 Future Land Use
Ensure that bicycle planning is integrated with -
transportation planning and land use in future. OBJ 1.4 X A |ADM, PLAN, BUS See Section 1.2.2
GOAL 2: CONNECT ACTIVITY NODES
2.1.1 Provide End-Of-Trip Facilities
Encourage the creation of end-of-trip facilities such as
bike racks, restrooms, water fountains, etc. along key - Community Develop Block Grant;
regicnal pedestrian and bicycle routes. - Federal Lands Highway Pregram;

- FTA Livable and Sustainable
Communitias Initiative;

- Land and Water Conservation Fund
ILWCF);

- Naticnal Complete Streets Coalition;
- National Highway System (NHS);
OBde2:i1 X X ADM, PLAN, ENG, FCL|- Naticnal Scenic Byways;

- National Trails Training Partnership;
- Office of Bicycle and Pedestrian
Transportation;

- Qutdoor Recreation Grants;

- Recreational Trail Grants;

- Safe Routes to School (SRTS);

- City;
- Private.
2.1.2 Implement prioritized projects and build connectiens
Implement prioritized projects and expand network by
building connections to activity centers. OBJ 2.1 X X ADM, PLAN, ENG, FCL|See Section 2.1.1

2.1.3 Adopt Best Practices

Adopt the nationally accepted best practices for the
development of pedestrian and bicycle facilities,

including standards for construction, intersection OBJ 2.2 X X |[ADM, PLAN, ENG, FCL|See Section 2.1.1
treatment, signage, and pavemeant markings.
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2.1.4 Increase human comfort for bicycling
Ensure human comfort including shade, lighting, and
design, along key bicycle routes. OBJ 22 X X |ADM, PLAN, ENG, FCL|See Section 2.1.1
2.1.5 Include walking and biking in school site design
Partner with Independent School Districts and schools
to develop Safe Routes to Scheol project candidates
that will allow children to walk or bike to school. OBJ22 X X [ADM, PLAN, ENG, FCL|See Section 2.1.1
GOAL 3. ENCOURAGE A HIKE AND BIKE CULTURE
3.1.1 Organize Bi-Monthly Forums
To discuss bicycle related issues and stories by the
residents - Bicycle Friendly Community Program;
- Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety
Program;
OBJ.3:1 A A ADM; PLANGB - Land and Water Conservation Fund;
- National Scenic Byways;
- National Trails Training Partnership;
3.1.2 Incorporate in Driving Test
Add'm‘format\on on safety of pedestrians and bicyclists B 31 X X ADM, PLAN, GB S SR
in driving test.
3.1.3 Safe Routes to Schaal
Teach children in the classroom about bicycle skills ADM, PLAN, :
and encouraging health and fitness. OBJ 3.1 X X GB See Section 3.1.1
3.1.4 Bicycle Safety Materials
Distribute safety and education materials to schools,
Department of Public Safety, law enfercement
agencies and other organizations and indivuals OBJ 3.1 X X ADM, PLAN, GB See Section 3.1.1
involved in promoting safe walking and bicycling
practives
3.1.5 Wayfinding and Signage on Bicycle Routes
Develop wayfinding signs that are criented to ADM, PLAN, g
pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit users. OBJ 3.1 X X GB See Section 3.1.1

3.1.6 Special University-Based Programs
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Work with local colleges and universities, such as

Lamar University to develop a comprehensive network
of campus bicycle routes that are connected with OBJ 3.1 X X ADM, PLAN, GB See Section 3.1.1
bicycle facilities in the surrounding areas.

3.1.7 Youth Activities

Yeuth programs including a Bike Camp (where kids
spend a week or two cycling in the community),
Recycle-a-Bicycle (where youth learn mechanical skills
building bikes from recycled parts) and Learn-to-Bike | 0By 3.1 X X ADM, PLAN, GB See Section 3.1.1
programs in conjunction with lacal YMCA, Boys/Girls
Clubs, Scouting, and other programs.

3.1.8 Helmet Promotions

Arrange for giveaways and reduced-cost bicycle

helmet programs. OBJ 3.1 X X ADM, PLAN, GB See Section 3.1.1
3.1.9 Free Bikes

Give free bikes as a source of revenue by selling

advertising on them, and as initial encouragement. OBJ 3.1 X | X éEM PLAN, See Section 3.1.1

3.1.10 “Share the Road” License Plate

Design and sell to show support for bicycle and
highway safety by purchasing a new specialized OBJ 3.1 X X ADM, PLAN, GB See Section 3.1.1
license plate.

3.1.11 Sunday Biking

Close and/or limit motor traffic on identified streets on
Sundays to open them for biking and non-motorized | OBJ 311 X X ADM, PLAN, GB See Section 3.1.1
activities.

3.1.12 Bike to Work Day

Encourage employees biking to work. ADM, PLAN,

GB See Section 3.7.1

OBJ 31 X X
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Appendix A

Existing Conditions

peedim SIS B g et
~ (mph) ; Facility

0 Woodworth Blvd Port Arthur Jefferson | 110 40 w X X 13

1 Thomas Blvd Port Arthur Jefferson | 110 30 wW X X 2.78
2 Simmons Dr Orange Orange 85 40 X X X 1.66
3 W Clark Ln Orange Orange 70 30 X X X 0.46
4 Meeks Dr Orange Orange 70 45 X X X 1.98
5 W Beverly Ave Orange Orange 25 0 X X X 0.15
6 E Lutcher Dr Orange Orange 90 45 X X X 0.97
7 FM 1442 Orange Orange 80 65 X vV X 5.97
) W Roundbunch Rd Bridge City Orange 80 65 X X X 4.76
9 E Roundbunch Rd Bridge City: Orange 80 65 X X X 3.78
10 | 1-10 Service Road Vidor/Pinehurst Orange 90 55 X X X 7.52
11 TX12 \Ijiilrl]: Forest/Mgurice- Orange 80 65 X W X 7.46
12 i TexlaRd Texla Orange 75 65 X W X 8.99
13 US 62 N Main St/US Maurice-ville Orange 105 55 X W X 1.01
14 105 Pine Forest/ Orange 110 65 X Wi X 2.09
15 i Sth Ave Port Arthur Jefferson | 45 30 W X ) 0.24
16  NS5thst Silsbee Hardin 65 30 W X X 1.22
17 | BUS96 Silsbee Hardin 75 35 X X X 0.7
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(mph) ; Facility

18 i SMain St. Lumberton Hardin 75 45 X Nl X 3.57
19 i TX-69 Lumberton Hardin 60 45 X X X 3.37
20 | NPine St Kountze Hardin 60 35 X X X 0.69
21 W Monroe St. Kountze Hardin 75 35 X X X 0.46
27 i Merriman St Port Neches Jefferson = 764 30 v X v 0.22
23 Hwy 136 Port Neches Jefferson 4 45.6 50 X X ) 161
24 | Hwy 136 Port Neches Jefferson | 5311 50 X X ) 1.08
25 Spurlock Ave Central Gardens Jefferson 60 30 X X ) 1.24
26 | 9thAve Port Arthur Jefferson = 124 30 v X v 0.29
»7 | 9th Ave Port Arthur Jefferson 116 30 v X v 0.7

28 | Port Neches Ave Port Neches Jeffersons 71 20 W v v 0.3

29 . Port Neches Ave Port Neches Jefferson = 67 20 v X ) 0.37
30 | Port Neches Ave Port'Neches Jefferson | 64 30 X X v 0.52
31  Nederland Ave Port Neches Jefferson | 61 30 X X ) 0.26
32 N27thst Nederland Jefferson | 65 30 W X v 0.33
33  N27th St Nederland Jefferson | 65 30 X X \ 0.17
34 | 9thAve Port Arthur Jefferson | 124 30 W X v 0.64
35 | SthAve Port Arthur Jefferson = 113 20 X X ) 0.15
36  AvenueH Nederland Jefferson 60 30 v X v 0.37
37  Port Arthur/Beaumont Hwy Port Arthur Jefferson | 110 40 X W X 0.66
38  Phelan Blvd Beaumont Jefferson = 80 45 X X X 1.83
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39  Calder Ave Beaumont Jefferson 60 30 W X ) 0.3

40 | Calder Ave Beaumont Jefferson = 60 30 wW X W 0.75
41 | N Major Dr Beaumont Jefferson 135 60 X W X 2.58
42 N Major Dr Beaumont Jefferson | 120 55 v X X 1.32
43 | Hwy 105 Beaumont Jefferson | 80 55 X X X 133
44 + Hwy 105 Beaumont Jefferson 4 110 45 X X X 131
45 | Delaware St Beaumont Jefferson | 80 45 X X X 1.14
46  Calder Ave Beaumont Jefferson 70 30 wW X ) 0.84
47 | Calder Ave Beaumont Jefferson 170 35 W X v 0.96
48 | 7thst Beaumont Jefferson = 60 30 W X v 0.75
49 | Calder Ave Beaumont Jeffersons 70 35 W X X 0.33
5o | Concord Rd Beaumont Jefferson | 65 35 v X X 1.46
51 | 7thSt Beaumont Jefferson | 65 30 v X X 0.32
5o Hwy 105 Beaumont Jefferson | 75 30 X X X 0.34
53  FannettRd Beaumont Jefferson | 120 40 X X X 0.19
54  FannettRd Beaumont Jefferson | 120 40 v X ) 0.64
55 Fannett Rd Beaumont Jefferson | 110 40 X X X 0.18
5  11th St Beaumont Jefferson = 115 35 X X X 0.18
57  11th St Beaumont Jefferson | 100 35 X X X 0.52
5g  Pennsylvania Ave Beaumont Jefferson ' 60 30 v v X 0.38
59  ParkSt Beaumont Jefferson | 55 30 W v X 0.48
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60  Calder Ave Beaumont Jefferson 70 35 W X X 0.04
61  Calder Ave Beaumont Jefferson = 70 35 wW X X 0.07
62 | Parkst Beaumont Jefferson | 55 30 W v X 0.42
63  Parkst Beaumont Jefferson | 55 30 X X X 0.38
64  Pennsylvania Ave Beaumont Jefferson | 60 30 X X X 0.31
65  Pennsylvania Ave Beaumont Jefferson 4 60 30 wW v X 0.63
66 | Parkst Beaumont Jefferson | 55 35 W v X 0.14
g7  Orleans St Beaumont Jefferson 60 35 wW v X 0.14
68  Orleans St Beaumont Jefferson = 60 35 W v X 0.15
69 | ParkSt Beaumont Jefferson | 55 35 wW v X 0.15
70 | Orleans St Beaumont Jeffersons 45 25 W X X 0.58
71 | Park St Beaumont Jefferson = 60 30 wW X X 0.39
772 Willow St Beaumont Jefferson = 60 30 W X X 0.13
73 TX12 \F/>iilrl]ee Forest/I\gurices Orange 80 65 X X 2.48
24 N Main St/US 105 Pine Forest Orange 110 65 X W X 0.79
75 N Main St/US 105 Pine Forest Orange 110 65 X A" X 0.99
26 | N Main St/US 105 Pine Forest Orange 110 65 X W X 3.22
77 i Proposed Road Lumberton Orange 60 30 X X X 0.52
78 LNVATrail (Proposed) Nederland Jefferson = 50 0 X X X 0.78
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(mph) ; Facility
79 LNVATrail (Proposed) Nederland Jefferson | 50 0 X X X 2.52
g0  LNCATrail (Proposed) ngdeerllqasnd/Central Jefferson | 50 0 X X X 1.41
81 | Main Canal Trail (Proposed) Central Gardens Jefferson | 50 0 X X ' 0.97
g2 | LNVATrail (Proposed) Port Neches Jefferson | 50 0 X X v 1.78
83 | Main Canal Trail (Proposed) Port Neches Jefferson | 50 0 X X X 2.34
o | et taenarl et ol S S0 T
g5 Hillebrandt Bayou Trail (Proposed) Beaumont Jefferson | 200 0 X X v 3.58
86 | Savannah Tree Beaumont Jefferson 60 25 X X X 0.25
g7 | Reginaln Beaumont Jefferson 60 25 X X X 0.07
g8 | Belvedere Dr Beaumont Jefferson - 60 25 X X X 0.58
g9 | LNVATrail (Proposed) Groves Jefferson : 0 0 X X X 4.31
gp | lLeeAve Port.Neches Jefferson = 20 25 X X X 0.13
91 T BEllison Parkway Port Arthur Jefferson 30 40 X W \ 1.82
g7 | Martin Luther King Jr Dr Port Arthur Jefferson | 24 40 X W X 7.61
93 | W Port Arthur Rd Port'Arthur Jefferson | 45 40 X X X 5.36
g4  Nail St Port Arthur Jefferson | 65 40 \ X X 1.25
g5 | Magnolia Ave Port Arthur Jefferson | 65 45 X v X 1.26
gg | Pure Atlantic Rd Port Arthur Jefferson | 65 60 X X X 1.83
g7 | Pure Atlantic Rd Port Arthur Jefferson | 75 55 X X X 0.94
98 | 39th St Port Arthur Jefferson 45 30 vV X X 4.28
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99 Green Ave Orange Orange 50 40 Vv X X 1.12
100 i N 15th St Orange Orange 55 35 W X X 0.5

101 | W Main Ave Orange Orange 35 35 X X X 0.39
102 | W Park Ave Orange Orange 40 35 X X X 1.28
103 | W 28th St Orange Orange 40 35 X X X 0.11
104 | W Sunset Dr Orange Orange 50 30 X X X 0.89
105 | YaleLn Orange Orange 25 0 X X X 0.04
106 | South Ave West Orange Orange 40 30 X X X 1.2

107 | Masonic Dr Orange Orange 40 30 X X X 0.29
108 i 37th St Orange Orange 45 30 X X X 0.13
109 | Evangeline Rd Vidor Orange 70 45 X X X 1.98
110 | Merriman St Port Neches Jefferson | 56.2 30 v X X 1.25
111 = Merriman St Port'Neches Jefferson | 49.3 30 X X X 0.21
112 | Merriman St Port Neches Jefferson | 65.3 30 v v ) 0.32
113 | Merriman St Port.Neches Jefferson | 83.79 30 W X ) 0.19
114 i Merriman St Port Neches Jefferson | 75.23 30 wW X ) 0.37
115 | Grisby Ave Port Neches Jefferson 60 30 X X X 0.68
116 i N 17th St Nederland Jefferson ' 50 30 v X X 0.25
117 @ 21stSt Nederland Jefferson 60 30 X v X 0.25
118 i S27th St Nederland Jefferson | 55 30 X X X 0.5

119 @ S27th st Nederland Jefferson © 58 30 X X X 0.51
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120 | Goodwin Ave Port Neches Jefferson | 42 30 X X X 1
121 = Grisby Ave/Ave A Port Neches Jefferson = 59 30 X X X 0.17
127  Llano St Port Neches Jefferson  42.3 20 X X X 0.16
123 | Lake Arthur Ln Port Arthur Jefferson 60 30 v X X 0.69
124 i NSth St Nederland Jefferson | 40 20 X X X 0.5
125 i N 17th St Nederland Jefferson 4 40 30 X X X 0.5
126 | Fairbanks St Nederland Jefferson | 40 30 X X X 0.28
127 ¢ Hill st Nederland Jefferson 40 30 X X X 0.07
128 | Pickard Ave Central Gardens Jefferson = 40 30 X X X 0.22
129 i N 17th St Nederland Jefferson | 50 30 X X X 0.25
130  Detroit Ave Nederland Jeffersons 55 30 X v X 0.24
131 | Regional Dr Port Authur Jefferson | 45 30 v X X 0.23
132 | ParkRd Port'Arthur Jefferson | 45 20 X X v 0.46
133 | 60th St Port Arthur Jefferson | 45 30 X X X 0.54
134 S 21st St Nederland Jefferson = 50 30 X X X 0.5
135 | Avenue H Port Authur Jefferson = 40 30 X W X 0.82
136 | Ridgewood Ave Port Arthur Jefferson | 35 30 X X X 0.33
137 '(\Q?Ci)r;gs:;)l Trail Port Arthur Jefferson | 35 30 X X ) 0.12
138 | Willowwood Ln Port Arthur Jefferson = 30 20 X X X 0.25
139  5th Ave Central Gardens Jefferson 60 30 X X X 0.5
140 « Nelson/Texas Ave Nederland Jefferson = 50 30 X X X 0.73
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141 i Chance Rd Lumberton Hardin 20 30 X X X 2.23
142 i WilliamsRd Lumberton Hardin 20 25 X X X 0.49
143 i W Walton Rd Lumberton Hardin 20 30 X X X 2.86
144 i Horn Rd Lumberton Hardin 20 25 X X X 0.52
145 i Matthews Ln Lumberton Hardin 18 30 X X X 0.37
146 FMRd 418 Silsbee Hardin 425 40 X X X 0.21
147 FMRd 418 Silsbee Hardin 25 60 X X X 1.48
148 | Merriman St Port Neches Jefferson | 63.04 30 v X ) 0.14
149 i 60th St Port Arthur Jefferson = 70 30 X X v 0.22
150 | 61st St Port Arthur Jefferson | 75 30 X X ) 0.49
151 | ParkRd. 74 Lumberton Hardin 20 20 X X X 0.38
152 i Trahan Rd Lumberton Hardin 16 25 X X X 1.22
153 i Alma Dr Lumberton Hardin 20 30 X X X 1.38
154  HolmesRd Lumberton Hardin 20 30 X X X 0.51
155 = MLKJr Dr/FM 3247 Orange/Pinehurst Orange 100 55 X W X 561
156 | Phelan Blvd Beaumont Jefferson = 80 45 wW X X 131
157 | Dowlen Rd Beaumont Jefferson | 100 45 X X X 0.73
158 | Dowlen Rd Beaumont Jefferson | 100 45 wW X X 0.22
159 | Dowlen Rd Beaumont Jefferson | 100 45 v X X 0.1

160 | Dowlen Rd Beaumont Jefferson | 100 45 W X X 0.22
161  Dowlen Rd Beaumont Jefferson | 110 35 X X X 0.13
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162 | Dowlen Rd Beaumont Jefferson | 110 35 v X X 0.27
163 | Dowlen Rd Beaumont Jefferson | 110 35 v X X 0.59
164 | Dowlen Rd Beaumont Jefferson |+ 100 35 X X X 0.97
165 | Delaware St Beaumont Jefferson | 100 45 wW X X 1.56
166 | Gladys Ave Beaumont Jefferson | 55 35 v X X 0.47
167 | Gladys Ave Beaumont Jefferson 4 58 35 wW X X 0.64
168 | Gladys Ave Beaumont Jefferson | 80 35 X v X 0.38
169 | Gladys Ave Beaumont Jefferson 80 35 X W X 0.05
170 i Gladys Ave Beaumont Jefferson = 80 35 X X X 0.27
171 | Gladys Ave Beaumont Jefferson | 80 30 X X X 0.55
172 | Gladys Ave Beaumont Jeffersons 80 35 X X X 0.2

173 i College St Beaumont Jefferson | 110 50 X X X 2.05
174 i College St Beaumont Jefferson | 110 35 X X X 0.24
175 i College St Beaumont Jefferson | 110 35 wW X X 0.62
176 i College St Beaumont Jefferson 60 30 W X X 1.04
177 i W Lucas Dr Beaumont Jefferson = 60 35 X X X 0.1

178 i EastDr Beaumont Jefferson 50 25 X X X 0.24
179 i Harrison Ave Beaumont Jefferson = 60 25 X X X 0.07
180 | Harrison Ave Beaumont Jefferson 60 30 X X X 0.31
181  Harrison Ave Beaumont Jefferson 60 30 v X X 0.11
182  Harrison Ave Beaumont Jefferson 60 30 wW X X 0.1
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183 | Harrison Ave Beaumont Jefferson 60 30 v X X 0.09
184 i Harrison Ave Beaumont Jefferson = 60 30 wW X X 0.27
185 | Harrison Ave Beaumont Jefferson 60 25 X X X 0.14
186 | Harrison Ave Beaumont Jefferson 60 25 wW X X 0.28
187 i Harrison Ave Beaumont Jefferson | 60 25 v X X 0.14
188 i Harrison Ave Beaumont Jefferson 4 60 25 wW X X 0.07
189 i Harrison Ave Beaumont Jefferson | 60 25 v X X 0.14
190 | Harrison Ave Beaumont Jefferson 60 25 wW X X 0.06
191 | W Lucas Dr Beaumont Jefferson = 60 35 X X X 2.08
192 i ELucas Dr Beaumont Jefferson | 60 35 v X X 0.65
193  ElucasDr Beaumont Jeffersons 65 35 X X X 0.39
194 i E Lucas Dr Beaumont Jefferson | 65 40 X X X 0.81
195  ELucas Dr Beaumont Jefferson | 65 25 X X X 0.26
196 | E Lucas Dr Beaumont Jefferson 56 40 X X X 0.77
197 i Concord Rd Beaumont Jefferson | 65 35 X X X 16

198 i Concord Rd Beaumont Jefferson | 65 35 v X X 0.5

199 i St. Helen St Beaumont Jefferson | 60 30 X X X 0.04
200 | St. Helen St Beaumont Jefferson = 60 30 v X X 0.07
201 | Cottonwood Ave Beaumont Jefferson 60 25 v X X 0.14
202  Cottonwood Ave Beaumont Jefferson 60 25 X X X 0.1
203  4thst Beaumont Jefferson 60 35 v X X 0.1
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204 @ 4th St Beaumont Jefferson 60 35 X X X 0.03
205 | 4th St Beaumont Jefferson = 60 35 v X X 0.21
206 @ 4th St Beaumont Jefferson 60 35 X X X 0.26
207  4th st Beaumont Jefferson 60 35 wW X X 0.15
208 @ 4th St Beaumont Jefferson | 60 35 X X X 0.28
209 | 4th St Beaumont Jefferson 4 60 35 v X X 0.09
210 @ 4th St Beaumont Jefferson | 60 35 X X X 0.95
211  4th st Beaumont Jefferson 60 35 v X X 0.66
212 « Washington Blvd Beaumont Jefferson = 80 45 X X X 0.93
213« Washington Blvd Beaumont Jefferson | 70 35 X X X 0.9

214 @ Washington Blvd Beaumont Jeffersons 100 35 W X X 0.51
215 « Washington Blvd Beaumont Jefferson | 100 35 X X X 0.04
216  Washington Blvd Beaumont Jefferson | 100 35 W X X 113
217  11th St Beaumont Jefferson = 113 45 X X X 0.24
218  11th St Beaumont Jefferson | 75 35 v X X 0.27
219 « 11th St Beaumont Jefferson | 75 35 wW X X 0.33
220  11th St Beaumont Jefferson : 90 35 X X X 0.19
221  11th St Beaumont Jefferson 90 35 v X X 0.14
777 i 11th St Beaumont Jefferson | 80 35 X X X 0.07
223  11th St Beaumont Jefferson = 90 35 W X X 0.17
224 ¢+ 11th St Beaumont Jefferson 80 35 v X X 0.08
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225  11th St Beaumont Jefferson 80 35 X X X 0.41
226  11th St Beaumont Jefferson = 105 35 X X X 0.4

777 ¢ 11th St Beaumont Jefferson = 105 35 X X X 0.4

278  Sarah St Beaumont Jefferson 70 35 v X X 0.17
229 | Sarah St Beaumont Jefferson | 70 35 X X X 0.08
230  Sarah St Beaumont Jefferson 4 70 35 wW X X 0.1

231  Sarah St Beaumont Jefferson | 70 30 W X X 0.41
237  Sarah St Beaumont Jefferson 60 30 v X X 0.83
233 ¢ W lavaca St Beaumont Jefferson = 60 30 v X X 0.15
234 W Lavaca St Beaumont Jefferson | 65 30 X X X 0.88
235 ¢ Elavaca St Beaumont Jeffersons 60 30 W X X 0.15
235  E Lavaca St Beaumont Jefferson = 60 30 X X X 0.22
237  Elavaca St Beaumont Jefferson = 60 30 X X X 0.14
238  Elavaca St Beaumont Jefferson = 60 30 v X X 0.08
239 | Harrison Ave Beaumont Jefferson 60 30 v X X 0.06
240 @ Harrison Ave Beaumont Jefferson = 60 30 v X X 0.04
241 @ Washington Blvd Beaumont Jefferson 80 45 X X X 0.75
247  College St Beaumont Jefferson | 110 50 X X X 0.05
243 | College St Beaumont Jefferson | 110 50 X X X 0.09
244 | College St Beaumont Jefferson | 110 35 X X X 0.1

245 | Dowlen Rd Beaumont Jefferson | 100 45 X X X 0.17
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246  Dowlen Rd Beaumont Jefferson | 100 45 W X X 0.15
247 « Dowlen Rd Beaumont Jefferson | 100 45 v X X 0.17
248  Dowlen Rd Beaumont Jefferson |+ 100 45 v X X 0.05
249 : Dowlen Rd Beaumont Jefferson | 100 45 wW X X 0.33
250 | Folsom Dr Beaumont Jefferson 57 35 X X X 1.29
251 | Kenneth Ave Beaumont Jefferson 4 60 30 wW X X 0.61
257 | Sabine Pass Beaumont Jefferson | 60 25 v X X 0.14
253 W Port Arthur Rd/US 93 Port Arthur Jefferson | 115 65 X X X 7.23
254 ¢ Twin City Hwy Port Arthur Jefferson 250 65 X W X 0.1

255 - Eyre Dr Port Arthur Jefferson | 25 25 X X X 0.14
256  Hogaboom Rd and Gulf Ave Groves Jeffersons 20 30 X X X 2.21
257 « Wilson Ave Groves Jefferson = 20 30 X X X 13

258 | Taft Ave and 25th St Port'Arthur Jefferson = 40 30 X X X 1.62
259 | Martin Luther King Jr Dr Port Arthur Jefferson 40 45 X wW X 1.46
260 @ TX-82 Port Arthur Jefferson 78 50 X \a% X 3.54
)61 TX-73 Port Arthur Jefferson 78 65 X Wi X 2.93
262  H O Mills Highway Port Arthur Jefferson | 42 60 X \a% X 0.88
763 | FM 365 Port Arthur Jefferson 75 45 X Wi X 24

264  FM 365 Port Arthur Jefferson | 90 45 X W X 1.79
265  Memorial Blvd Port Arthur Jefferson = 80 65 X W X 4.84
266 @ N4th St Orange Orange 60 35 A% A% X 0.14
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267 i W Front Ave Orange Orange 50 35 W W X 0.21
268 | N 7th St Orange Orange 60 35 W W X 0.13
269 | N 16th St/87 Orange Orange 100 50 X W X 1.53
270 ¢ WClark Ln Orange Orange 70 30 X w X 0.46
271 W Beverly Ave Orange Orange 25 30 X A% X 0.15
277 | Yaleln Orange Orange 25 30 X W X 0.04
273 |+ Masonic Dr Orange Orange 40 30 X vV X 0.29
574 | 37th St Orange Otange 45 30 X Wi X 0.13
275 Dupont Dr/FM 1006 Orange Orange 50 40 X A% X 4.48
276 | Border St Orange Orange 45 40 Vv W X 0.99
277 ¢ Tulane Rd Orange Orange 45 45 X Nl X 5.16
278 « Nederland Ave Nederland Jefferson | 65 30 v W X 1.03
279 . Main Canal Trail (Proposed) Port' Arthur Jefferson | 30 20 X W \ 1.53
280 | Nederland Ave Nederland Jefferson | 62 30 wW wW ) 0.28
281  NOth St Nederland Jefferson = 40 20 X W X 0.5

287 | Helena Ave Nederland Jefferson = 40 20 X W X 0.16
283 | Canal Ave Nederland Jefferson | 40 30 X Nl X 0.08
534 FM 3513 Lumberton Hardin | 40 50 X W X 3.24
285 | Country Ln Dr. Lumberton Hardin 50 55 X Nl X 0.78
)86 | Ariola Rd. Lumberton Hardin | 30 55 X W X 1.44
287 | ForestRd. Lumberton Hardin 55 30 W \a% X 1.34
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)88  FMRd 418 Kountze Hardin | 40 45 X W X 104
289 | Matthews Ln. Lumberton Hardin 18 30 X W X 0.37
)90 | BUS 96 Silsbee Hardin 85 65 X W X 1.52
591 | BUS96 Silsbee Hardin 75 35 X W X 0.7

297 + Hwy 96 Lumberton Hardin 115 65 X W X 1.87
293 | S Main St. Lumberton Hardin 75 45 X W X 3.57
s04 EAveG Silsbee Hardin 28 55 X W X 1.36
595 | EAve G Silsbee Hardin 45 40 X W X 0.54
296 W AveN Silsbee Hardin 55 35 X W X 0.66
997 | TX-327 Silsbee Hardin® 45 55 X W X 157
)98 TX-327 Silsbee Hardin'\» 45 65 X W X 3.72
599  EAve N Silsbee Hardin 115 35 X Wi X 0.38
300  EAveN Silsbee Hardin 115 55 X W X 136
301 | Hwy 96 Silsbee Hardin 130 75 X Wi X 3.63
302 | TX-92 Silsbee Hardin 60 55 X W X 136
303 | TX-287 Lumberton Hardin | 60 0 X W X 1.29
304 TX-69 Lumberton Hardin 60 45 X W X 3.37
305 | TX-69 Lumberton Hardin | 58 0 X W X 1.07
306  TX-69 Kountze Hardin 45 0 X W X 3.52
307 | TX-69 Kountze Hardin 105 0 X W X 138
308  TX-69 Kountze Hardin 90 40 X W X 112
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309  TX-326 Kountze/Sour Lake ~  Hardin | 45 50 X W X 16.82
310 | TX-105 Sour Lake Hardin 45 55 X W X 7.5
311 @ TX-105 Beaumont Jefferson | 83 65 X W X 3.96
312  Merriman St Port Neches Jefferson | 63.04 30 v W ) 0.14
313  Nederland Ave Nederland Jefferson | 62 30 v Nl ) 0.4
314  Hwy 136 Port Neches Jefferson 4 73.3 50 X W ) 0.16
315  Hwy 136 Port Neches Jefferson | 72.5 50 X W v 0.16
316 @ Helena Ave Port Neches Jefferson 60 20 v W ) 0.84
317  Nederland Ave Nederland Jefferson = 70 30 X W v 0.69
318 @ Nederland Ave Nederland Jefferson | 63 30 X W ) 0.25
319 @ Helena Ave Nederland Jeffersons 60 20 W W v 0.41
320 | Helena Ave Nederland Jefferson = 60 20 v W ) 0.52
391 | 60th St thr;lz\'red‘es/ rort Jefferson | 65 40 x W v 0.2
322  Avenue H Nederland Jefferson 60 30 X W \ 0.68
323 | Phelan Blvd Beaumont Jefferson = 80 45 W W X 131
324  Dishman Rd Beaumont Jefferson 70 45 v W X 0.78
3725  Delaware St Beaumont Jefferson 60 35 X W X 0.63
326  4th St Beaumont Jefferson 60 35 wW W X 0.07
377  4th St Beaumont Jefferson = 60 35 v W X 0.66
328 | Washington Blvd Beaumont Jefferson | 100 35 X W X 0.04
329 | Washington Blvd Beaumont Jefferson | 100 35 vV W X 113
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330 | S Martin Luther King Pkwy Beaumont Jefferson | 110 45 % W 0.74
331  College St Beaumont Jefferson | 95 30 wW wW X 0.28
337  Dowlen Rd Beaumont Jefferson |+ 100 35 X W X 0.67
333 : Phelan Blvd Beaumont Jefferson 80 45 X W X 0.03
334 | Phelan Blvd Beaumont Jefferson | 80 45 X W X 0.44
335  College St Beaumont Jefferson « 80 30 X W X 0.2
336  College St Beaumont Jefferson | 70 30 vV W X 0.28
337  College St Beaumont Jefferson | 65 55 v W X 0.23
338  College St Beaumont Jefferson 75 30 X W X 0.35
339 | S Martin Luther King Pkwy Beaumont Jefferson | 0 45 X W X 0.74
340 @ S Martin Luther King Pkwy Beaumont Jeffersons: O 30 X W X 1.99
341 @ S Martin Luther King Pkwy Beaumont Jefferson | 0 30 X W X 1.09
342 S Martin Luther King Pkwy Beaumont Jefferson | 0 45 X W X 0.75
343 @ Kenneth Ave Beaumont Jefferson = 60 30 wW wW X 0.61
344 @ Sabine Pass Beaumont Jefferson | 60 25 v W X 0.14
345 @ TX-12 %aetx:ec;\x:::ee/Newton Orange 60 55 X vV X 10.26
346 @ Old TX 62/Womack Rd Mauriceville Orange | 55 55 X W X 9.62
347  TX-62/TX-73 Orange Orange 80 65 X w X 6.1
348 @ Edgar Brown Dr West Orange Orange 115 50 X A% X 14.38
349 @ W Parkway St/TX-73 Groves Jefferson | 250 65 X vV X 2.87
350 | Old TX-62-Sabine River Northern Orange 0 0 X W X 25.65
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351 US96 Orange O 0 X W X 23.17
359 | TX-2246 Orange 0 0 X W X 9.26
353  TX-73W Beaumont Jefferson | 215 75 X v X 34.32
354 @ TX-365 Beaumont Jefferson | 350 60 X W X 14.21
355 | Southern Pacific/US-90 Beaumont Jefferson 250 55 X vV X 14.34
356 | TX-326/TX 365/Gilbert Rd Nome/Sour Lake Jefferson 41105 55 X Wi X 12.42
357 : Reins Rd/Dishman Rd Beaumont Jefferson : 55 50 X vV X 5.58
358 FM-421 Lumberton/Kountze  Hardin 75 50 X w X 109
359  TX-770 Saratoga Hardin 70 65 X W X 11.16
360 | TX-69/TX 287/N Pines St Kountze Hardin® 175 65 X Wi X 11.89
361 | Highway 69 S Lumberton Hardin 100 65 X W X 0.67
362 | TX-969/TX-287 Beaumont Jefferson 175 65 X Wi X 11.92
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Appendix B

Methodology for SET Bicycle Infrastructure Prioritization Tool

Introduction

What is this Tool?

The SET Bicycle Plan Prioritization tool is an excel-based tool that prioritizes proposed Bicycle projects
in the Southeast Texas Tri-County region based on opportunities, safety, connectivity to key
destinations, environmental justice, the built environment, and costidrivers. This tool is needed to
encourage and enable people who would like to use bicycles more often, but don't feel comfortable
to bike due to safety issues, lack of bicycle accommodations, er other reasons. This leads to
accomplishing larger goals of increasing biking in the district@s well asiidentifying projects that serve
an important regional interconnectivity purpose. Diversity £&quity, and inclusion are also integrated as
an important part of this methodology. Ultimately, the grioritization tool considered the holistic bike
network for all users within and outside the municipalboundaries:

The larger goal of the tool is to help positively influence the Southeast Texas Bike Plan 2040 (the Plan)
and create a prototype for other cities/districts talearn from. With'a tool of prioritizing projects based
on relevant criteria in safety, connectivity, readiness angsmore, the district is strongly positioned to
advocate for better cycling conditions in Jefferson County, Hardin County, and Orange County.

How was this tool developed?

The overall project development ofthe Southéast Texas Bike Priority Tool (the Tool) has been an effort
during almost a one-year peried between the local staff from the district, the consulting team at the
Goodman Cooperationgand local advocaey.@nd municipal stakeholders.

Starting in fall 2020; the project team began to amass local open-source data to begin reflecting how
to build the baseline dataindex for the tool down the road. The local open-source data includes but
not limited to Texas Department of Transportation (TxXDOT) State Planning Map, TxDOT Crash
Records Information System (C.R.1.S.), American Census Survey 5- year 2015-2019, 2010 US Census
and ESRI forecasts, Center for Neighborhood Technology, etc. Along with this local data collection
effort, a step-by-step method for the index, ranking, and weighing system, important for cycling, were
compiled and revised.

The second phase of work focused on tool testing and public outreach. Once baseline data was
collected and a draft methodology was crafted, first analyses were performed and presented to the
stakeholders, that included TxDOT, MPO, and Cities staff. The original SET Hike and Bike Plan 2037
was updated, as well, during this phase. Several criteria were considered, and a preliminary score
weigh was established. The results were presented to the stakeholders and the public on October 6,
2021, where additional comments were collected.

The last phase of this tool development consisted in minor revisions to the criteria weighs based on
public/stakeholder comments gathered in 2021 regarding criteria prioritization via a SurveyMonkey
survey. Once the tool was recalibrated and criteria weighs were revised per survey results,were the
Top 20 List of Projects was revised.
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Method
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October 2020 - April 2021 May 2021 — August 2021 September 2021 — October 2021

Figure B-1 Phases and Timeline

Data Collection

The Tool is an open-source data tool to evaluate future bieyelé projects in the region and the projects’
capacity to serve all ages and abilities bicycling. Roadways always comes top of the list when cities or
neighborhoods were designed. Bike lanes, on‘the other hand are.¢ften designed as an “extra credit”
of the entire plan, which made bike related data difficult.to collect. Having stakeholder meetings and
public meetings will help engineers and planners approaching to evaluate proposed bicycle projects
on real-world cycling demand and bieycle needs./The Tool synthesizes the stakeholder and public
input and open-source data int6 an analysis ‘to generate compelling outcomes for project
prioritization.

Stakeholder & Public Input.This reportwill present input from the stakeholders and public, and how
their opinions would shape the tool.

Data Analysis: Proposed bike projects were overlayed with open-source data to highlight the need for
bike infrastructures.

From spreadsheet to storytelling: Data will tell a compelling story of what's the outcome of the data
analysis and public communications.

Understanding the Tool

The Tool is based on a comprehensive scoring system that contains 6 categories, including 18 sub-
categories, which evaluate the need of 368 bike projects that were proposed in the SET Bicycle Plan
2040. This section will present the 18 criteria that serve as the foundation of this analysis and the 6
categories that they grounded into. See Table B-1 for more details.
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Implement with future construction/Planned roadway

Opportunities 15% improvements
All types of crashes occurred along the corridor from 2015 —
2019.
Safety 30% Fatal and severe cyclists’ crashes occurred along the corridor
2015-2019
Truck percentage
Connections to schools
Connections to local transit stops
Connectivity 18% Connections to existing bikel_anes
Connections to parks
Connections to jobs
Connections to groce?y sto@ over half millions in sales
Poverty (Low—incc;e househo@)
Environmental Justice 12% Zero vehicle a;ailableihouseholdsi
Minority W
Human and Built 15% Population density
Environment Suitability Compact neighborhood score
Bridg; CrossSings
Cost Drivers 10% ‘ Railroa?jicirossingg

Highway Crossings
Table B-1 Selected Indicators for the Bicycle\Projects.Prioritization Tool

The objective for this toolwas tosidentifysthe corridor of highest-need relative to all other corridors in
the district area. Therefére, the primary statistical tool used was to transform each indicator value into
a normalized percentile rank as compared to all the other project corridors in the district area. The
percentile rank reveals‘how high or low the indicator was for that project corridor in comparison to all
others. Higher values mean. higher relative priority and/or suitability for bike project. The rating of a
project is the average of all18.indicators. The result is a rating of each project corridor in the District
Area. Higher values mean higher relative need for future bike lane project investments and services in
support of equitable long-term outcomes.

Indicators such as traffic volume and speed limits were initially considered; however, roadway classification
inherently accounts for those factors. Available right of way and other design considerations are difficult to
obtain without survey data at such a large scale. Due to the difficulty in obtaining accurate data for all 368
projects or segments, these more specific indicators could be factored in at a Tier 2 or level 2 review, where
fewer projects are considered.

Opportunities

The Opportunities indicator quantifies the ability of a bike project to be implemented as part of or in
combination of a future reconstruction or new construction project by another/partnering agency. In
other words, if the proposed bicycle project can be completed as a component of a larger project.
For this criterion, the tool incorporates the TxDOT State Planning Map input and analyzes all proposed
bicycle projects against future TXDOT projects. If over 50% of a proposed bicycle project is within the
limits of a planned/programmed project by another entity (in this case TxDOT), the proposed bicycle
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project scored points. These opportunities are important to consider because they save time and
money when implementing bicycle projects.

For use by Cities in the Tri-County region, Capital Improvement Plans, Transportation Plans, and other
planning efforts can be used in place of the TxDOT State Planning Map.

Safety

The safety indicator evaluates the weighted number of all types of crashes, as well as fatal and severe
bicycle crashes over the past five years. The assumption here is that corridors with extensive crash
histories likely prioritize the car and truck throughput to the detriment of a cyclist's safety. Roadway
changes aimed at improving the bicycling environment along these corridors will increase a driver’s
awareness of these road users. Recommended projects were scored by the weighted number of
crashes along the corridor. According to the following Equation, the weighted number of crashes
would reduce the impact of the length of the corridor on the number of crashes. Since theoretically,
longer corridor might have more crashes.

C

Weighted number of crashes = xr

..................................................................................................................... Equation 1
Where,

x. = Number of crashes along the project corridor.

L = Project length.

Truck percentage was collected per segment and a weighted average. The higher the truck
percentage, the higher the safety score.

Connectivity

Connections to schools, parks, jobs, and grocery stores recognizes that bicycling encourages physical
activity, facilitates healthier lifestyles, and reduces carbon emissions. It also supports sustainable
transportation choices and-effers socialwellbeing benefits. Recommended facilities were awarded if
any schools, parks, jobssor grocery stores fell within a half mile radius of the proposed project.

Presence of transit'recognizes that bicycle facilities often provide important role in the first and last
mile connections to transit stops, Prioritizing projects that have transit stops within the half mile
distance is an effective way te encourage transit use, as well as an effective way to tie residents and
neighborhoods to desired destinations and employment opportunities.

Closing bike network gap is also important to bike projects. Because these physical gaps cause
bicyclists to use circuitous routes, they make it less efficient to travel between key origins and
destinations. Projects are prioritized by the existence of existing bike lanes within 500 feet buffer of
the proposed project.

Environmental Justice

Low-income households are vitally important to prioritize for bicycle investment as the bicycle is a very
inexpensive form of transportation versus the car. The weighted average number of low-income
households within half mile buffer was used to prioritize the proposed projects. The following
Equation shows the calculation of weighted average of low-income households.

Weighted number of low — income households =
X

e Equation 2
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Where,
x; = Number of low-income households within a half mile buffer.
Sos = Size of the 0.5-mile buffer of that project.

Households with zero vehicles also require higher prioritization for bicycle facilities in order to be able
to offer residents transportation options beyond the car that are safe and accessible for all. The
weighted average number of zero vehicle households within half mile buffer was used to prioritize the
proposed projects. The following Equation shows the calculation of weighted average zero vehicle
households.

Weighted number of zero vehicle households =
Sx_z .................................................................................... Equation 3
0.5

Where,
x; = Number of | zero vehicle households.
So5 = Size of the 0.5-mile buffer of that project.

Human and Built Environment Suitability

Population density estimates were collected from the WS Census Bureau’s American Community
Survey for each census block group in all 2 counties. Higher population density is a clear indicator of
a high need area. Bicycle facilities in these areas wodld servicé a greater number of users. Corridors’
average population density was used in this tool.

According to the Federal Highway Administration, lew-income households and minorities are more
likely to have jobs that require them to commute outside,of the standard “9 am to 5 pm” hours,
sometimes in the dark and when public transportation is unavailable (1). Immigrants and individuals
with language challenges are moredikely:to travel by bicycle, but they are also less likely to use safe
bicycling techniques (such ridingwith traffic, using lights, and wearing helmets and reflective clothing)
(2). According to the recent lleague of American’ Bicyclists’ publication, Pedaling Toward Equity,
women and minorities feel much lessicomfortable in riding bicycles than non-minority males. Most
women and minorities agfeed that if more supportive infrastructure were available, they would be
significantly more tempted to bike (2).

The Compact Neighberhood Score is a block group level index that assesses the density and
walkability of an area (3). The higher the index, the more walkable and bikeable of that block group.
The tool uses the weighted average compact neighborhood score of all the block groups along the
proposed project. The following Equation shows the calculation of the weighted compact
neighborhood score.

Weighted compact neighborhood score =
X1*l +xp%ly+xp*ly

L
Where,
xn, = Compact neighborhood score of nth segments of that project.

L, = Length of nth segments of that project.
L = Total length of the project.

.................................................................. Equation 4

Cost Drivers

This indicator evaluates the relative difficulty of putting a bicycle project into action. When establishing
bicycle projects, costs must be considered because they can drain agency resources. The cost of a
cycling project can be increased by bridge crossings, highway crossings, and railroad crossings. There
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are some other costs that could also be considered when the project is being developed but are not
included in this tool. Right-of-way acquisition, facility design, mitigation and construction, and
environmental implications are only a few examples. When the bike improvements aren't specified or
the prioritization exercises cover a vast geographic area, these costs are more difficult to estimate.
The weighted average of crossing was used to rank all the projects, see the following equation for the
calculation.

Weighted number of crossings =
Xb,hr

PR R LR R L LR T T PP PSS PP TP PEPPPAES Equation 5

Where,

Xpnr = Number of crossings for bridge, highway, and railroad of that project.
L = Total length of the project.
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Appendix C

Funding Sources

As it is the case of most planning efforts, one of the major challenges to implement the proposed
bicycling facilities will be existing limited resources. Below are some of the possible funding sources:

Federal
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

Purpose: Greenways, trails, and bicycle facilities that provide increased safety, access, and
transportation options.

Eligibility: Directly provides funds to cities and towns for projectsiwith communitywide benefits.
Activities must benefit low to moderate income persons.

U.S. Department of Transportation

Rebuilding American Infrastructure with Sustainability and Equity (RAISE)

Purpose: Allows the USDOT to invest in road, rail, transit andport projects that to achieve a defined
set of national objectives.

Eligibility: Project sponsors at the State and local levels,can obtain funding for multi-modal, multi-
jurisdictional projects that are more difficult to support through traditional USDOT programs. RAISE
can fund port and freight rail projects,for example;/ which play a critical role in our ability to move
freight but have limited sources of federal funds. RAISE can provide capital funding directly to any
public entity, including municipalities, counties, portauthorities, tribal governments, MPOs, or
others in contrast to traditional Federalfprograms-which provide funding to very specific groups of
applicants (mostly state DOTs.and transit agencies).

Safe Streets and Roads for All (S§4.A4) Grant Program
Purpose: Supports the USDOT goal of zero deaths and serious injuries on our nation’s roadways.

Eligibility: Eligible activitiesinclude the development or update a Comprehensive Safety Action Plan;
planning, design, and development activities in support of an Action Plan; projects and strategies
identified in an Action Plan. Entities that can receive funding include metropolitan planning
organizations, counties, cities, towns, other special districts that are subdivisions of a State, and transit
agencies, federally recognized Tribal governments, and multijurisdictional groups comprised of the
above entities.

Federal-Aid Highway Program, Federal 1ands Highway Program

Purpose: Assist state transportation agencies in the planning and development of an integrated,
interconnected transportation system important to interstate commerce and travel. To provide aid for
the repair of federal-aid highways following disasters; to foster safe highway design; to replace or
rehabilitate deficient or obsolete bridges; and to provide for other special purposes.

Eligibility: Projects are selected by a Programming Decision Committee (PDC), established in each
state.
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State
Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT)

Safe Routes to School (SRTS)

Purpose: Enable and encourage children, including those with disabilities, to walk and bicycle to
school. Scope includes sidewalk improvements; traffic calming and speed reduction improvements;
pedestrian and bicycle crossing improvements; on-street bicycle facilities; off-street bicycle and
pedestrian facilities, secure bicycle parking facilities; traffic diversion improvements in the vicinity of
schools; public awareness campaigns and outreach; traffic education and enforcement in the vicinity
of schools; student sessions on bicycle and pedestrian safety, health, and environment; funding for
training, volunteers, and managers of safe routes to school programs.

Eligibility: Determined by state DOT.

Hazard Elimination and Railway-Highway Crossing Program

Grantor: U.S. Department of Transportation- Federal Highway Admiinistration

Purpose: Address bicycle and pedestrian safety issues.

Eligibility: Each state is required to implement a Hazard Elimination Pragram to identify and correct
locations which may constitute a danger to motorists, bicyclists; and pedestrians.

Limitations: Funds may be used for activities including a survey©f hazardous locations and for projects
on any publicly owned bicycle or pedestrian pathway or trail, or any safety-related traffic calming
measure. Improvements to railway-highway crossings.

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)

Grantor: U.S. Department of Transportation- Federal Highway Administration

Purpose: Reduction in traffic fatalities and serigus injuries on public roads. Improvements for
pedestrian/bicyclist safety; construction of yellow-green signs at pedestrian/bicycle crossings and in
school zones; correction of hazardous logations including roadside obstacles, railway-highway
crossing needs, and poorly.marked roads that constitute a danger to bicyclists/pedestrians; highway
safety improvement projécts on bicycle/pedestrian pathways or trails.

Eligibility: Directly provides funds to cities and towns for projects with community-wide benefits.
Activities must bertefit low to moderate income persons. Greenways, trails, and bicycle facilities that
provide increased safety, access, and transportation options.

National Scenic Byways Program

Grantor: U.S. Department of Transportation

Purpose: Improvement to a scenic byway that will enhance access to an area for the purpose of
recreation; development of tourist information to the public (such as biking info and maps on scenic
byways).

Eligibility: State DOTs and Native American tribes

Limitations: Livability is a criterion that will be used in the consideration of projects.

National Scenic Byways Foundation
Grantor: U.S. Department of Transportation- Federal Highway Administration

Purpose: Construction along a scenic byway of a facility for pedestrians and bicyclists.

Office of Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation
Grantor: Texas Department of Transportation- Federal Highway Administration
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Purpose: Construction of pedestrian and bicycle facilities, including Rails-to-Trails projects and non-
construction projects such as brochures, public service announcements, and route maps.

Eligibility: State may spend a portion of its federally allocated STP funds on bicycle and pedestrian
facilities

Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Program

Grantor: U.S. Department of Transportation

Purpose: Conduct research and develop guidelines, tools, and safety countermeasures to reduce
pedestrian and bicycle fatalities.

Eligibility: State/MPO allocated

Rural Transit Assistance Program

Grantor: U.S. Department of Transportation

Purpose: provides a source of funding to assist in the design and implementation of training and
technical assistance projects and other support services tailored 16 meet the needs of transit operators
in no[n-Jurbanized areas.

Eligibility: States, local governments, and providers of rural‘transit services.

Limitations: Apportioned to states by a formula.

Highway Bridge Replacement and Rebabilitation (HBRRP)

Grantor: U.S. Department of Transportation- Federal Highway Administration

Purpose: Replace and rehabilitate deficient highway bridges and to seismically retrofit bridges. If a
highway bridge deck is replaced or rehabilitated, and bicycles are permitted at each end, then the
bridge project must include safe bicycle.accommodations!

Eligibility:

Limitations: It is not a funding séurce for independent bicycle accommodations.

Surface Transportation Program (S1P)

Grantor: U.S. Departmient of Transportation- Federal Highway Administration

Purpose: Construction of pedestrian and bicycle transportation facilities; non- construction projects
for safe bicycle use; upgrade public sidewalks to comply with the ADA. Projects do not have to be
within the right-of-way of a‘federal-aid highway.

Eligibility: Construction resurfacing and operational improvements for highways and bridges,
including transit and other modes.

Texas Parks and Wildlife

Outdoor Recreation Grants

Purpose: This grant provides 50% matching grant funds to acquire and develop parkland or to
renovate existing public recreation areas.

Eligibility: For municipalities, counties, MUDs, and other local units of government with populations
less than 500,000. Eligible sponsors include cities, counties, MUDs, river authorities, and other special
districts.

Limitations: Projects must be completed within three years of approval. The master plans submission
deadline is at least 60 days prior to the application deadline.
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Recreational Trail Grants

Purpose: TPWD administers the National Recreational Trails Fund in Texas under the approval of the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). This program receives its funding from a portion of federal
gas taxes paid on fuel used in non-highway recreational vehicles.

Eligibility: Funds can be spent on both motorized and non-motorized recreational trail projects such
as the construction of new recreational trails, to improve existing trails, to develop trailheads or
trailside facilities, and to acquire trail corridors.

Limitations: The grants can be up to 80% of project cost with a maximum of $200,000 for non-
motorized trail grants and currently there is not a maximum amount for motorized trail grants.

Regional
Southeast Texas

City

Capital Improvement Programs

Project Sponsors: Cities in Southeast Texas, including Béaumont, Port Nechés, Port Arthur, Orange,
Vidor, Nederland, Lumberton, Silsbee, Pine Forest, Keuntze.

Eligibility: Variable.

Other

Bicycle Friendly Community (BEC) Program

Grantor: League of American Bicyclists.

Purpose: The program providesda roadmap to communities to improve conditions for bicycling and
offers national recognition for communities thatactively support bicycling.

Limitations: There are two.application ¢ycles a year — one in spring and one in fall. A new cycle usually

begins the day after an application cycle closés, so applicants have several months to fill out the online
application.

Grants for Transportation of | eterans in Highly Rural Areas
Grantor: Veterans Affairs (VA)
Purpose: to assist veterans in highly rural areas to provide innovative transportation services to travel

to VA medical centers and to other VA and non-VA facilities in connection with the provision of VA
medical care.

Eligibility: Veteran Service Organizations and State Veteran Service Agencies.
Limitations: Estimated: $3 million, Award Ceiling: $50,000

Land and Water Conservation Fund (LW CF)
Grantor: National Park Service.
Purpose: Build a variety of park and recreation facilities, including trails and greenways. The state side

of the LWCF provides matching grants to states and local governments for the acquisition and
development of public outdoor recreation areas and facilities.
Limitations: Prior to beginning negotiations with landowners, multiple prerequisite steps must be

followed. These include survey and boundary confirmation, mapping and preparation of legal
descriptions, and securing title evidence. Additionally, all property acquired for the United States is
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assessed to determine whether hazardous substances are present prior to acquisition. An appraisal is
then conducted to determine fair market value of the property.

National Complete Streets Coalition
Grantor: Smart Growth America

Purpose: Promote the design and operation of roadways to provide safe, comfortable, and convenient
access for all users, from motorists to bicyclists and pedestrians of all ages and abilities.

National Trails Training Partnership (NTTP)

Grantor: American Trails and NTTP

Purpose: For planning, building, designing, funding, managing, enhancing, and supporting trails,
greenways, and blue ways.

Appendix D

Glossary of Terms

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) — a nonprofit,
nonpartisan association representing highway and transportation departments of all transportation
modes in the 50 states, the District of Columbia;.and Puerto Rice.

American Disabilities Act of 1991 (ADA) - the act_gives €ivil rights protections to individuals with
disabilities including equal opportunities in public accommodations, employment, transportation,
state and local government services, and telecommunications.

Alternative/Active Transportation = walking, biking, and other forms of non-motorized, human-
powered transportation.

Arterial Connections - interconnected<corridors designed to accommodate a large volume of
through traffic.

Bicycle — every vehicle propelled’solely by human power upon a person may ride, having two tandem
wheels, except scooters and similar devices. The term “bicycle” in this document also includes three
and four-wheeled human-powered vehicles, but not tricycles for children.

Bicycle Box — a box painted on a roadway at an intersection that allows bicyclists to move to the front
of the line in traffic. Generally, a bicycle lane allows cyclists to pass stopped motor vehicle traffic and
enter the bicycle box. The bicycle box is located between the intersection and front of the motor
vehicle stop line. Bicycle boxes increase awareness of cyclists in the roadway environment and provide
the opportunity to cross intersections before motor vehicles.

Bicycle Facilities — a general term denoting improvements and provisions made by public agencies
to accommodate or encourage bicycling. Examples include but are not limited to bicycle
parking/storage facilities, shared roadways not specifically designated for bicycle use, bicycle lanes,
paved shoulders, and side-paths.
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Bicycle-Friendly Roads - roads that have existing bicycle facilities, light vehicular traffic, or potential
for future bicycle facilities.

Collector Streets — a public road designed to flow traffic from small neighborhood streets and connect
to larger thoroughfares.

Connectivity — the logical and physical interconnection of functionally related points so that people
can move among them.

Corridor — a spatial link between two or more significant locations.

Crosswalk — a designated point on a road at which some means are employed to assist bicyclists and
pedestrians who wish to cross a roadway or intersection. They are designed to keep bicyclists and
pedestrians together where they can be seen by motorists, and whergithey can cross most safely with
the flow of vehicular traffic.

Curb Cut - interruption in the curb, as for a driveway.

Curb Extension — a section of sidewalk at an intersection orymid-block erossing that reduces the
crossing width for bicyclists and pedestrians and is intended to slow the speed of traffic and increase
driver awareness.

Curb Ramp - a ramp leading smoothly down fromna sidewalk, greenway, or multiuse path to an
intersecting street, rather than abruptly ending with a-curb.

First and last-mile — The "first and last-mile" ceonnection describes the beginning or end of an
individual trip made primarily byqublic transportation. In many cases, people will walk to transit if it is
close enough. However, on either end of a publie transit trip, the origin or destination may be difficult
or impossible to access by asshort walk. This gap from public transit to destination is termed a /ast
mile connection.

Median — a median’is.abarrier, constructed of concrete, asphalt, or landscaping, which separates two
directions of traffic.

Mode Share — a term used to describe percentage splits in transportation options.

Network — connected facilities that form a cohesive system.

Off-road Trail - paths or trails in areas not served by the street system, such as parks and greenbelt
corridors. Off-street paths are intended to serve both recreational uses and other trips, and may

accommodate other non-motorized travel modes, such as bicycles in addition to walking.

On-road Bicycle Facility — any bicycle facility that is constructed or marked on a roadway, such as a
shared roadway, signed route, wide outside lane, bicycle lane, or paved shoulder.

Open Space - empty or vacant land which is set aside for public or private use and will not be

developed. The space may be used for passive or active recreation or may be reserved to protect or
buffer natural areas.
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Pedestrian —a person on foot or a person on roller skates, roller blades, child’s tricycle, non- motorized
wheelchair, skateboard, or other non-powered vehicles (excluding bicycles).

Quality of Life — a measure of the standard of living which considers non-financial factors such as
health, functional status, and social opportunities that are influenced by disease, injury, treatment, or
social and political policy.

Regional Bikeway Network — a system of high-quality bicycle facilities, including shared use paths
that are a minimum of 10 feet, paved shoulders that are four feet or wider, and bike lanes (see
acceptable widths under the definition for bike lanes). In constrained situations, wide curb lanes, with
a minimum of 14 feet usable width, can also be used to accommodate bicyclists.

Retrofit — the redesign and reconstruction of an existing facility or subsystem to incorporate new
technology, to meet new requirements, or to otherwise provide performance not foreseen in the
original design.

Road Diet — reconfiguring or reducing the number of motofized vehicle lanes to provide room to
integrate a bicycle facility into a roadway. Commonly used‘on 4 lane roads with moderate motorized
traffic volumes. Generally, roadways are reconfigured to include a center turn lane, two 5’ bicycle
lanes, and two motor vehicle travel lanes on either side.

Roundabout - traffic calming device at which traffic streams cireularly around a central island after first
yielding to the circulating traffic.

ROW (right-of-way) — an easement held by the lo¢al jurisdiction over land owned by the adjacent
property owners that allows the jurisdiction to exercise control over the surface and above and below
the ground of the right-of-way; usually designated forpassage.

Shared Lane Marking (SLM) or Sharrow — a painted roadway marking that alert motorists that
bicyclists are present and frequently use the roadway. Traditionally used in slower, low-volume
roadways with wide cufb lanes, such as neighborhood routes.

Shoulder - the portion efithe roadway contiguous with the traveled way for the accommodation of
stopped vehicles, for emergency.dse, and for lateral support of sub-base, base, and surface courses.
Paved shoulders can be used for bicycle travel as well.

Shared Roadway - a roadway that is open to both bicycle and motor vehicle travel. This may be an
existing roadway, street with wide curb lanes of 14-feet to 15-feet, or road with paved shoulders.
Generally lower speed roadways that are in residential or compact urban environments.

Shared Use Path (Multi Use Path/Side-path) — a bikeway physically separated from motorized
vehicular traffic by an open space or barrier and located either within the highway right-of-way (often
termed “parallel shared use path”) or within an independent right-of-way. Shared use paths may also
be used by pedestrians, skaters, wheelchair users, joggers, and other non- motorized users. In some
cases, shared use paths also accommodate equestrians. Usually, but not always, located in the public
right-of-way adjacent to a roadway. Typically constructed of concrete, but can be made with asphalt,
bricks, stone, wood, and other materials.

Signed Shared Roadway (signed bike route) — a shared roadway that has been designated by signing
as a preferred route for bicycle use with either a “Share the Road” or “Bike Route” sign.
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Thoroughfare — a public road from one place to another, designed for high traffic volumes and
essential connections.

Traffic Calming — a range of measures that reduce the impact of vehicular traffic on residents,
pedestrians, and cyclists - most commonly on residential streets, but also now on commercial streets.

Traffic Lane or Travel Lane - a lane for the movement of vehicles traveling from one destination to
another, not including shoulders.

Wide Outside Lane - roadway with additional unmarked space in the outermost lane that allows
motorized vehicles to pass cyclists without changing lanes.
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Regional Transportation Projects

Jefferson,

Hardin, Orange

TRANSPORTATION & ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

DIVISION

JEFFERSON COUNTY

J2 -FM 365 0932-01-090
at Hillebandt Bayou
Replace Bridge & approaches
Total Cost $14,655,685.45
89.17% Complete

J6 -1H 10 0739-02-161
Hampshire to FM 365
Widen to six lanes
Total Cost $101,970,747.52
61.45% Complete

J8 -SH 73 0508-04-162
FM 1663 to SH 124
upgrade standards
grade separated
Total Cost $18,747,291
99.99% complete

J10-US 69 0200-11-095
LNVA Canal to IH 10
widen to six lanes
Total Cost $31,528,539.20
60.31% Complete

J11-IH10 0739-02-162
FM 365 to Walden Rd
widen to six lanes
Total Cost $128,399,059.91
52.71% complete

J14-US 69 0065-07-062
Tram Rd to LNVA Canal
widen from 4 to 6 lanes
Total Cost $21,735,071.85
97.19% Complete

J16-SH 87 0307-01-149
US 69 To Terminal Road
Mill and Overlay
Total Cost $2,734,996.75
76.69% Complete

J17-SH124 0368-04-033
at Hillebrandt Bayou
Replace Bridge
Total Cost $2,659,517.15
67.61% Complete

=

J20-US 69 FR 0065-07-068
At Chinn Road
Construct roundabout
Total Cost $1,241,805.44
2.53% Complete

J21-US 69 0200-15-021 etc
N or Spurlock to 39th St
Mill and overlay
Total Cost $7,063,405.84
0% Complete

J22-US 69 0200-16-020
at SH 73
reconstruct cloverleaf
interection to Turbine Design
Total Cost $70,021,318.53
24.60% Complete

J23-US 69 0200-11-107
at 11th St OP Southbound
Baridge Maintenance
Total Cost $2,889,131.66
31.96% Complete

J24-FM 365 0932-02-052
at Pignut Gully & Ditch
Bridge Replacement
Total Cost $1,947,312.08
0% Complete

J25-IH 10 0739-02-140
Walden Rd to US 90
Add lanes, widen Rd
Total Cost $307,243,558.22
20.42% Complete

ORANGE COUNTY

02 -1H 10 0028-14-109
Adams Bayou to Sabine River
Reconstruct, Replace Bridges
Total Cost $68,441,218.70
88.69% Complete

018-IH 10 0028-14-091
E of FM 3247 to Sabine River
Widen to six lanes
Total Cost $52,363,934.17
32.96% Complete

020-SH 87 0305-07-071
IH 10 to BU 90Y
Restore Roadway
Total Cost $1,985,537.22
84.02% Complete

021-FM 1442 2562-01-023
FM 105 to FM 408
Center turn lane
Total Cost $7,694,479.73
13.95% Complete

022-1H 10 0028-14-120
Bob Hall Rd To BU 90Y
Surfacing restore roadway
Total Cost $2,592,503.75
0% Complete

HARDIN COUNTY

H2 - FM 770 1096-01-065
SH 105 to Lib Co/L
widen paved shoulders
Total Cost $2,206,601.52
89.14% Complete

H3 - FM 943 1194-02-019
Polk C/L to FM 1003
Restore Roadway
Total Cost $1,940,016.09
12.07% Complete

H4 - SH 105 0399-03-039
at Old Baston-Saratoga Road
Construct Center turn lane
Total Cost $645,518.94
99.99% Complete

I Texas Department of Transportation®




MPO Self-Certification

In accordance with 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) part 450.334, the Texas
Department of Transportation and the Beaumont-Port Arthur Metropolitan Planning
Organization for the Hardin, Jefferson, Orange Counties urbanized area(s) hereby
certify that the metropolitan transportation planning process is being carried out in
accordance with all applicable requirements including:

1)
2)

3)
4)

5)

6)

9)

10)

23 United States Code (U.S.C) 134, 49 U.S.C 503, and 23 CFR 450 subpart C
— Metropolitan Transportation Planning and Programming;

In nonattainment and maintenance areas, sections 174 and 176 (c) and (d) of
the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7504, 7506 (c) and (d)) and 40 CFR
part 93;

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2000d-1) and 49
CFR part 21;

49 U.S.C. 5332, prohibiting discrimination on the basis of race, color, creed,
national origin, sex, or age in employment or business opportunity;

Section 1101(b) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU (Public Law 109-59)) and 49
CFR part 26 regarding the involvement of disadvantaged business enterprises
in USDOT funded projects;

23 CFR part 230, regarding the implementation of an equal employment
opportunity program on Federal and Federal-aid highway construction
contracts;

The provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.

12101 et seq.) and 49 CFR parts 27, 37, and 38;

The Older Americans Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 6101), prohibiting
discrimination on the basis of age in programs or activities receiving Federal
financial assistance;

Section 324 of title 23 U.S.C. regarding the prohibition of discrimination based
on gender; and

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794) and 49 CFR

part 27 regarding discrimination against individuals with disabilities.

Martin Gonzalez, P.E. Johnny Trahan

Beaumont District Metropolitan Planning Organization

Texas Department of Transportation Policy Board Chairperson

District Engineer Chairperson

Date Date
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