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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Thanks for coming tonight. We want to review the work that we’ve been doing since our meetings last April. We will do our best to answer the questions that you recorded at the beginning of the meeting.  At the end of the presentation, we will break so that you can look at the display boards and ask questions of staff.  You can submit your comments using the printed comment forms available here tonight or online. 
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BACKGROUND
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Why study rail between Oklahoma and South Texas?

 IH-35 is congested and 
will continue to get more 
congested as Texas’ 
population and economy 
grow.

 Passenger rail service 
could fit the needs of 
many travelers and 
reduce demand on the 
state’s roadways.

 Study will provide a 
blueprint for feasible rail 
improvements.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The purpose of the Texas-Oklahoma Passenger Rail Study is to consider how passenger rail can serve the congested IH-35 corridor between Oklahoma and South Texas.  TxDOT is undertaking this study because I-35 is becoming more and more congested as Texas grows.  While roadway improvements are important, passenger rail could meet the needs of many travelers.  TxDOT is undertaking this study to determine if passenger rail makes sense in this corridor; the implementation of any improvement would require additional study.

This map shows our general study area.  We have broken it into three sections – a northern, central, and southern section.  
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A big question about our process

These questions will be answered 
through the study:

 Is improved passenger rail a 
good idea?
 What kind of passenger rail 

service is feasible?
 What are the costs, impacts, 

and benefits of passenger 
rail service?
 What cities would be served 

by passenger rail?

These questions will not be 
answered through the study:

 Where would new rail be 
constructed?  
 What would the impacts be 

to specific properties?
 When would new service be 

available?
 Exactly where would stations 

be located?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The outcome of this study will be a decision about what kind – if any – passenger rail should connect the cities in the study area.  If we decide that passenger rail is feasible, a more detailed study would need to be completed.  Among other things, this more detailed study would determine exactly where the rail would be built, which cities would be served with stations, and how often trains would run.  

During this study, we will not identify specific property impacts, determine when new service would be open for business, or identify specific station locations.
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Different kinds of service

Speed (miles 
per hour) Stops/ frequency

Conventional  rail
(mostly uses 
existing tracks) 

Maximum: 
70-90 mph

Average: 
45-60 mph

Stops 15 to 60 miles apart

3-6 trains/day each 
direction (no more than 12)

Higher speed rail 
(some 
dedicated 
tracks)

Maximum: 
110-125 mph

Average: 
70-85 mph

Stops 30 to 90 miles apart

4-8 trains/day each 
direction (as many as 12)

High speed rail
(fully 
dedicated 
tracks)

Maximum:
165-220 mph

Average:
100-140 mph

Stops 50 to 100+ miles 
apart

12-24 trains/day each 
direction

Common Attributes:  Single or double deck trains, stations with parking, operation on existing or dedicated tracks 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
When we say “what kind of service”, we’re talking about different speeds of passenger rail each with different attributes.

Conventional rail service – like current Heartland Flyer trains – includes trains that travel at up to 90 miles per hour, but typically only go 45-60 mph.  Stops are close together– usually every 15 to 60 miles.  

Higher speed rail service, includes trains that travel up to 125 mph.  Stops are a bit further apart – about every 30-90 miles.  

High speed rail service – like in Japan or Europe – includes trains that go as fast as 220 mph.  Stops are even further apart to allow for faster travel.
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Schedule

Set goals, gather 
data, develop and 
screen alternatives

Select and 
analyze 

alternatives

Refine analysis and 
secure agency 

approvals

Alternatives 
analysis

Winter
2013

Spring
2013

Summer 
2013

Fall 
2013

Winter 
2014

Spring 
2014

Summer 
2014

Fall 
2014

We are here
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This study began last winter and will take about 2 years to complete.  As you can see, we’re in the beginning of the “analyze and select alternatives” step.  Again, this study is a preliminary one primarily focused on determining if improved passenger rail is feasible in this corridor and, if it is, what type of service makes sense and what cities it should connect.  We already screened out ideas that were not feasible because they were not compatible with existing freight rail service, would compromise operation of the highway system, or could not physically be constructed.  Tonight, we will focus on discussing the evaluation of the remaining route ideas and share a recommendation with you about what the project team thinks should be studied further.  

We are asking you to tell us if you think we’ve missed something, if a route that we’ve suggested removing ought to be considered further and if there is anything else we should know as we begin the next stage of our work.
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How we got here

Wide 
range of 

ideas

Feasibility 
screen: 
physical 

constraints

Step 1: screening

Range of 
feasible 

ideas

Step #2: 
evaluation 

criteria 

Step 2: 
alternatives analysis 

Range of 
alternatives to 

study in EIS
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Our first step was to “screen” all of the possible rail alignments by any physical constraints we faced (such as rivers, lakes, mountains, cities, or highways that couldn’t be moved). 

Then next step was to take that smaller list of ideas and use the criteria just listed to compare them to one another. This information is shown on the display boards in the back of the room and will be covered briefly over the next slides. 

After this second step, the project team will examine the information gathered during the previous steps and the public comments we collect during this time. That will result in a smaller list of alternatives that will be studied in the EIS.
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How we compared alternatives 

Green: Strength or benefit

Yellow: Some benefit 

Red:  Weakness or drawback
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
In the back of the room, we’ve provided matrices that compare the route and service alternatives to one another based on screening criteria.  The results are coded as “green” to indicate a strength of a particular alternative, “yellow” to indicate a lesser benefit or a mixed result, and  “red” to indicate a drawback or weakness.
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Screening criteria: operations

 Revenue/operating cost ratio
– Tells us if a route would require a subsidy to operate
– Minimum thresholds must be met for alternatives to move 

forward

 Travel times
– Comparison of rail travel time to auto travel time between 

cities 

 Mode share on rail
– % of people who would choose rail as opposed to other 

modes for their trip
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The first category of screening criteria looked at operations such as cost, ridership, and mode share on rail.  Revenue to operating cost ratio tells us how well a route performs financially -- can the revenue generated by a route cover the cost to operate it.  The travel time criterion compares how long it takes to travel between cities on rail as compared to in a car.  Mode share helps us understand how many people would choose to travel by rail as opposed to car, bus or airplane for their trip.
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Screening criteria: infrastructure

 Capital cost
– Per passenger mile

 Right-of-way/real estate impacts
– A representation of possible impacts to private property 

based on whether or not a route uses existing transportation 
rights-of-way
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The next category of screening criteria looked at the cost to construct rail and expected impacts to private property.  Since our routes are very general, the real estate impact criterion looks at possible impacts based on whether a route uses existing transportation right-of-way or not.
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Screening criteria: environment

Natural resources
– Wetlands
– Critical habitat
 Cultural/recreational resources

– National and state historic places
– Potential archeological sites 
– Parks and open space
 Social resources

– Prime farmland 
– Sensitive receptors (homes, schools, hospitals) potentially 

affected by noise or vibration
– Environmental Justice populations

11

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The last category of screening criteria looked at the environment, including natural resources -- things like wetlands and wildlife habitat; cultural and recreational resources -- like historic sites and parks; and social resources like impacts to farmland, sites that could experience noise or vibration impacts, and the presence of low-income and minority populations near a route.
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ALTERNATIVES
Northern Section
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Northern Section
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This route would operate mostly on existing rail.  There are two ways to get to Fort Worth: 

(Option N1A) continue on UPRR track to Fort Worth or 
(Option N1B) transition back to the BNSF for entry into Fort Worth at the Intermodal Transportation Center (ITC).

It would then continue to Dallas Union Station (DUS) via the Trinity Railway Express (TRE).

The major goals for this section were to serve Dallas and Fort Worth and Oklahoma City.  








TOPRS Winter 2014 Public Meeting Presentation

Northern Section
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This route would be mostly new rail near IH-35 from Norman to just north of the Metroplex.  The route could connect to either Dallas or Fort Worth or both.
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Northern Section

15

Presenter
Presentation Notes
These options would follow the existing Heartland Flyer route and could connect to either or both Dallas and Fort Worth.  There are three choices for how to serve Dallas.
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ALTERNATIVES
Central Section
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Central Section
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
or this section, the main goals for service or route alternatives were to serve the Dallas-Fort Worth Airport, Dallas, Fort Worth, Waco, Austin, and San Antonio, as well as connect to Fort Hood via shuttle and coordinate with the Lone Star Rail District.  

The first route would use the same route as today’s Amtrak trains, west of IH-35.  From Taylor, it would share tracks with commuter rail currently being planned by the Lone Star Rail District.  A greenfield route that passes east of Austin could also be included with this option.



TOPRS Winter 2014 Public Meeting Presentation

Central Section
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The option could start in either Fort Worth, Dallas or both, and would continue south, sharing rails with freight trains to Taylor.  South of Taylor, a new rail corridor would be created.  This part of the route could be located either east or west of IH-35.  A connection to downtown Austin would be made using the existing passenger service route through downtown or via a bus or rail shuttle.
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Central Section
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
These routes would connect Fort Worth and Dallas to San Antonio using a new rail corridor.  Service to Austin could be provided via commuter rail or a bus shuttle. 
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ALTERNATIVES
Southern Section
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Southern Section
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The goals in the southern section include serving Laredo, McAllen and Harlingen.  

This route would operate on shared tracks from San Antonio to Laredo.



TOPRS Winter 2014 Public Meeting Presentation

Southern Section
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
S4 would be mostly a new rail route.  This route would could connect to Monterrey, Mexico from McAllen or Laredo.  There are several different ways this route could operate.
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Southern Section
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This route would operate mostly on existing tracks and would serve Corpus Christi, Harlingen, Brownsville and McAllen.  
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Southern Section
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This route would be mostly on new tracks and could connect to Monterrey.  Local transit service would connect the line to Laredo.
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Next steps and your input

 What we need to hear from you:
– Are these the right alternatives?
– Do you have concerns about the alternatives that we're recommending to 

carry forward?
– Is there other information that you need?

 Fill out a comment form and leave it with us tonight
 Share this information with your friends and neighbors

– Comment form and maps are on our website: www.TXOKrail.org
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tonight, we want to hear if you agree with our recommendations about what to study further.  Please fill out a comment form and let us know your thoughts. You can also share this information with your friends and neighbors and submit comments through our website: TXOKrail.org.  Your input will shape what moves forward.

Thank you so much for coming tonight, we will have 15 minutes for questions and then we will let you look at the larger maps around the room and ask staff specific questions you might have about the alternatives.  
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Questions?

Questions?
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