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Letter from the Ports-to-Plains Corridor Interstate Feasibility Study Segment #1 Committee Chair

| would like to thank the Segment #1 Committee members and the citizens of Texas
for participating in this very important interstate feasibility study for the Ports-to-Plains
Corridor. Your commitment to this process was instrumental in developing the
Segment #1 Committee’'s recommendations and priorities for the Ports-to-Plains
Corridor Interstate Feasibility Study as prescribed in House Bill 1079.

This study is an important step in planning for the future upgrade of the Ports-to-
Plains Corridor to an interstate facility and for the continued economic prosperity of
South and West Texas, the state, and nation. The Ports-to-Plains Corridor is a
significant international, national, state, regional, and local transportation corridor. it
connects and integrates Texas' key economic sectors, international trade, energy
production and agriculture, and supports our region’s growing demographic and economic centers. As the
only north-south corridor in South and West Texas, the Ports-to-Plains Corridor provides a critical link from
our ports of entry to destinations in Texas and beyond.

In Segment #1, agriculture is a key economic driver and relies on the Ports-to-Plains Corridor for production
and export of billions of dollars of quality agricultural products (crops, livestock, dairy). Three of the top
agricultural commodities in Texas are cattle ($12.3 billion/year), cotton ($2.6 billion/year) and milk ($2.1
billion/year) and are produced in the Ports-to-Plains Corridor. The total agricultural product sales for the
Ports-to-Plains corridor is approximately $11 billion, and Segment #1 alone contributes $9 billion to this
total. Dairy is particularly prominent in Segment #1 with eight of the top 10 milk producing counties in the
state located in this area. Segment #1 is also a top producer of cotton, grain, oilseed, and hay, exporting
most of these products to other states and countries. Inbound products to the area consist of feed, fertilizer,
and fuel. The transport of many of these products are time sensitive and delays may create health and
safety issues for livestock and crops.

Using the data and analysis conducted during the study and the input from the public, the Segment #1
Committee recommends upgrading the Ports-to-Plains Corridor to an interstate facility. Upgrading the
Corridor to an interstate will enhance safety and mobility for the traveling public; facilitate international trade
and the movement of freight and energy products; and enhance the security of our country's food, fuel, and
fiber supply chains. The Committee also lays out an implementation plan with prioritized short-term, mid-
term, and long-term projects and policy recommendations for the Ports-to-Plains Corridor.

The Segment #1 Committee submits their Final Report to the Advisory Committee for consideration in
developing its recommendations for the entire corridor to present to the Texas Department of Transportation
(TxDOT).

On behalf of Vice-Chair Milton Pax, Vice Chairman of the Ports-to-Plains Alliance and the
Segment #1 Committee, | want to thank Ports-to-Plains Advisory Committee Chair, City of Lubbock Mayor
Dan Pope for his leadership and guidance through this process, and the TxDOT staff and consultant team
for providing the data and analyses that informed our recommendations.

Singerely,

Jared Miller, City Manager
City of Amarillo
Chair, Segment #1 Committee
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Introduction






1.0 Introduction

The Ports-to-Plains Corridor traverses
approximately 963 miles of primarily rural area in
South and West Texas. The Ports-to-Plains Corridor
was designated by Congress as a High Priority
Corridor on the National Highway System in 1998.
In Texas, the Ports-to-Plains Corridor spans 26
counties and is comprised of sections of Interstate
20 (I-20), Interstate 27 (1-27), Interstate 35 (I-35),
US 83, US 87, US 277, US 287, State Highway
158, and State Highway 349. The three interstate
highways are also part of the National Highway
Freight Network. Figure 1.1 shows the entire
Ports-to-Plains Corridor in Texas.

While Texas is served by several east-west
interstate highways, there are few north-south
interstate connections, particularly connecting
the southern and western part of the state. The
Ports-to-Plains Corridor is an international, national
and state significant transportation corridor that
connects and integrates Texas’ key economic
engine sectors, international trade, energy
production and agriculture. The corridor also plays
a vital role in supporting the growing demographic
and economic centers of South and West Texas.

The corridor functions as the only north-south
corridor facilitating the movement of people and
goods in South and West Texas and beyond. As
population, employment, international trade,
energy production, and agriculture in the Ports-
to-Plains Corridor continue to grow, it will become
increasingly important to support the efficient and
safe movement of people and goods.
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There are no north-south interstate connections
in the southern and western part of Texas.

The corridor plays a critical role in the nation’s food
security, energy security, and national security:

Food security - it supports the largest
agricultural production in the country.

Energy security - it supports the Permian Basin
and Eagle Ford Shale. The Permian Basin accounts
for approximately 32 percent of the nation’s crude
oil production and 13 percent of the nations
natural gas production. Forbes Magazine named
the Permian Basin the “World’s Top Oil Producer”
replacing Saudi Arabia’s Ghawar oilfield. In 2019,
oil and gas producers contributed $13.4 billion

to the state in the form of taxes and royalties,

the Permian Basin accounted for $9 billion, or

67 percent of that total. The Eagle Ford Shale
produced 5,528 million cubic feet of natural gas
and 990,372 barrels of oil per day in 2019.

National security - it supports several national
and strategic military installations and border
enforcement facilities.
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Figure 1.1: Ports-to-Plains Corridor
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Agriculture is especially important in the northern
section of the Ports-to-Plains Corridor and is a
key driver of economic industry. The production
and export of quality agricultural products

(crops, livestock, dairy, etc.) generates billions of
dollars and relies directly on highway networks
for transport of products to market. The north
section of the corridor includes strong production
of livestock including dairy, cattle and calves, and
goats. Dairy is particularly prominent with eight
of the top 10 milk producing counties in the state
located in this area.

Livestock is significant in Potter and Moore
Counties. The northern section is also a top
producer of cotton, grain, oilseed, and hay and

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Livestock is especially important in the
northern section of the Ports-to-Plains Corridor.

According to the Permian Basin Energy Epicenter,
the Permian Basin was responsible for 72 percent

exports most of these products to other states and
countries. Inbound products such as feed, fertilizer,
and fuel also rely on the Ports-to-Plains Corridor.
The total agricultural product sales for the Ports-
to-Plains Corridor is approximately $11 billion, and
the northern section alone contributes $9 billion to
this total.! Transporting these products requires a
highway system that can provide an efficient, safe,

of Texas crude oil production, and 32 percent of
U.S. crude oil production. The Permian Basin is
also responsible for 35 percent of Texas natural
gas production and 13 percent of U.S. natural gas
production.®

The United States Energy Information
Administration (USEIA) estimates that remaining

and healthy way to transport livestock and crops.

Delays in the transport of livestock may create
health and safety issues for the animals. The
Texas High Plains is often referred to as the Cattle
Feeding Capital of the World. Three of the top

agricultural commodities in Texas are cattle ($12.3

billion/year), cotton ($2.6 billion/year) and milk
($2.1 billion/year) are produced in the Ports-to-
Plains Corridor.2

The Ports-to-Plains Corridor is a vital energy trade
corridor that connects the Permian Basin and
Eagle Ford Shale production areas with refineries
and seaports in the Texas Gulf Coast and land
port of entries for export and imports of supplies.

proven reserves in the Permian Basin exceed

20 billion barrels of oil and 16 trillion cubic

feet of natural gas, making it one of the largest
hydrocarbon-producing basins in the United
States and the world.* Forbes Magazine named
the Permian Basin the “World’s Top Oil Producer”
replacing Saudi Arabia’s Ghawar oilfield. In 2019,
oil and gas producers contributed $13.4 billion
to the state in the form of taxes and royalties,
the Permian Basin accounted for $9 billion, or
67 percent of that total. According to the Texas
Railroad Commission, the Eagle Ford Shale
produced 5,528 million cubic feet of natural gas
and 990,372 barrels of oil per day in 2019.5 The
Eagle Ford Shale extends over 26 counties, five
of these are withn the Ports-to-Plains study area
counties. It stretches from the Mexican border

1United States Department of Agriculture, Census of Agriculture 2017

2Texas Department of Agriculture, Texas Agriculture Statistics, Top 10 Commodities, 2017
Shttp://motran.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/19-MAI-12463-Energy-Epicenter-Fact-Brochure.pdf

4US Energy Information Administration (2017)

5Texas Railroad Commission (https://www.rrc.state.tx.us/oil-gas/major-oil-and-gas-formations/eagle-ford-shale-information/)
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between Laredo and Eagle Pass up through
counties east of Temple and Waco.

Importing materials and equipment for extraction
relies on the Ports-to-Plains Corridor energy
development to grow, therefore, the corridor will
continue to play a critical role in the movement
of energy products to markets and supplies to
support the production.

Wind is also a critical component of the energy
economy in West Texas. Texas leads the country
in wind power additions representing record
amount of 3,938 megawatts in 2019 alone.
Texas represents more than 25 percent of U.S.
105 gigawatts per newly released Wind Powers
America Annual Report 2019. Much of the U.S.
wind energy production comes from the counties
along the Ports-to-Plains Corridor. Wind turbine
equipment are generally large and requires
specialized overweight/oversize transportation.
The Ports-to-Plains Corridor serves as an important
route for the movement of this equipment,
including to other states such as Oklahoma and
Colorado where wind energy is also growing. The
corridor is also home to a growing number of wind
component manufacturing facilities producing
nacelles, towers and blades.

The Ports-to-Plains Corridor plays a key role in the
nation’s defense and security. There are several
military installations and border enforcement
facilities located along the corridor.

Existing I-27 in Segment #1, portions of Segment
#2 and Segment #3 are on the Strategic Highway
Network. Improvements to the corridor could result
in additions to the Strategic Highway Network and
improve mobility on all that is currently designated.

The corridor connects to the state’s and the

nation’s strategic trade gateways of Laredo, Eagle
Pass, and Del Rio to destinations north, west

and east. Therefore, the corridor is critical to the
continued economic prosperity of South and West
Texas and the viability of these international trade
gateways, especially with the recent passage of the
United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement (USMCA).
The Port of Laredo is the largest port on the U.S.-
Mexico border and one of the largest in the entire
country.

In 2019, these three gateways handled over $262
billion or 62 percent of Texas-Mexico cross border
trade, and handled over 2.6M northbound truck
crossings.” In the Port of Laredo alone, this related
to 474,000 net jobs in Texas and approximately
$72 billion in gross domestic product.® Trucks
carrying this freight rely on the Ports-to-Plains
Corridor for direct access from the border to the
north, northwest, and northeast. Currently, I-35 is
the only interstate connection to and from Laredo,
which does not efficiently serve trips headed
northwest.

The Ports-to-Plains Corridor traverses rapidly
growing population centers. The entire corridor
population grew from 980,870 in 1990 to
1,395,130 in 2017 with significant growth in
Hartley, Midland, and Webb Counties.® The 56
counties in the Ports-to-Plains Corridor comprise of
6.6 percent of the total Texas population.

The Ports-to-Plains Corridor has experienced a
significant increase in employment. From 1990
to 2017, there was a 78 percent increase in total
employment along the entire corridor. The median
household income is $50,786 which is above the
2017 Department of Health and Human Services
poverty guideline of $24,600 for a family of four?®.

8American Wind Energy Association 2019 U.S. Wind Industry Market Reports
7US CBP Truck Volumes by Bridge, 2009-2018 and BTS Transborder Freight Data 2006-2019
8 Texas Comptroller https://comptroller.texas.gov/economy/economic-data/ports/laredo.php#eni, accessed 20202-01-06

9United States Census Bureau 1990 and American Community Survey 2017

10 American Community Survey 2017

PORTS-TO-PLAINS CORRIDOR INTERSTATE FEASIBILITY STUDY (HB 1079)
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Summary: With a span approaching 1,000

miles yet less than seven percent of the Texas
population, the Ports-to-Plains Corridor is
extraordinarily productive. The nation’s largest port
of entry by land, its largest agricultural production,
and the primary source of its energy independence
are all located in this single, substantially rural part
of Texas.

* These critical industrial assets - trade,
agriculture, energy - depend on a robust
transportation system, but the vital link in
America’s system is an interstate highway
which is limited in this corridor.

e Between I-35 in central Texas and I-25 in New
Mexico is over 600 miles of territory - as far as
a truck can drive in a full day’s work - without
a north-south interstate highway.

e This part of Texas is underserved given the
national economic asset this corridor clearly
is, and the financial benefits it generates for
Texas.

1.1 House Bill 1079

On June 10, 2019, Governor Greg Abbott signed
into law House Bill (HB) 1079, charging the

Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) with
conducting a feasibility study of the Ports-to-Plains
Corridor, as defined by Section 225.069, Texas
Transportation Code, from Laredo to the Oklahoma
and New Mexico state lines in West Texas. A copy
of House Bill 1079 is included in Appendix A.

With the guidance of a Ports-to-Plains Corridor
Advisory Committee, three segment committees,
and the public, TxDOT will evaluate the feasibility
of, and costs and logistical matters associated
with improvements that create a continuous flow,
four-lane divided highway that meets interstate
standards to the extent possible, including
improvements that extend |-27 from its northern
terminus at Amarillo north to the Oklahoma and
New Mexico state lines, and the extension of
[-27 south from its current southern terminus at
Lubbock to Laredo.

g
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HB 1079 requires:

The Segment Committees to develop

and submit reports to the Ports-to-Plains

Advisory Committee providing input for the

study conducted by TxDOT, including priority

recommendations for improvement and
expansion of the Ports-to-Plains Corridor, no

later than June 30, 2020.

e The Ports-to-Plains Advisory Committee will
make recommendations to TxDOT based on
the Segment Committee reports not later than
October 31, 2020.

e TxDOT submit a report on the results of the
study to the governor, the lieutenant governor,
the speaker of the House of Representatives,
and the presiding office of each standing
committee of the legislature with jurisdiction
over transportation matters not later than
January 1, 2021.

e The Ports-to-Plains Advisory Committee will
be comprised of the county judge, or an
elected county official or the administrator of
the county’s road department, as designated
by the county judge, of each county along
the Ports-to-Plains Corridor, including the
counties along the possible extensions of
[-27 and the mayor, or the city manager or
assistant city manager, as designated by the
mayor, of Amarillo, Big Spring, Carrizo Springs,
Dalhart, Del Rio, Dumas, Eagle Pass, Eldorado,
Lamesa, Laredo, Lubbock, Midland, Odessa,
San Angelo, Sonora, Sterling City, Stratford,
and Tahoka. The Ports-to-Plains Advisory
Committee is required to meet at least twice
each year on a rotational basis in Lubbock and
San Angelo.

e Public meetings be held quarterly on a

rotational basis in Amarillo, Laredo, Lubbock,

and San Angelo during the study. Public
meetings were held in additional locations
each quarter beyond the locations required

in HB 1079 to gather public feedback on

improvements or expansions to the Ports-to-

Plains Corridor.
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Advisory Advisory Advisory Advisory Advisory
Committee Committee Committee Committee Committee
Meeting #1 Meeting #2 Meeting #3 Meeting #4 Meeting #5

October 2019 February 2020 July 2020 August 2020 September 2020

Advisory
Committee
Meeting #6

October 2020

Segment Committee Segment Committee Segment Committee Segment Committee Segment Committee

Meetings #1 Meetings #2 Meetings #3 Meetings #4

November 2019 February 2020 April 2020 May 2020

2019 2020

m SEP OCT \[)’8 DEC | JA B MAR .1 S T 4 AUG SEP OCT

Meetings #5

June 2020

2021

NOV DEC FEB ‘

Texas Transportation Segment Committee Advisory Committee
Commission Minute Reports Due to Final Recommendations
Order Adopted Advisory Committee Due to TxDOT

August 29, 2019* June 30, 2020* October 31, 2020*

TxDOT Submits
Final Report to
Governor & Legislature

January 1, 2021*

*Prescribed by HB 1079

Figure 1.2: Ports-to-Plains Corridor Interstate Feasibility Study (HB 1079) Milestones

Figure 1.2 shows the Ports-to-Plains Corridor Segment #1 comprises 274 miles of the 963
Interstate Feasibility Study milestones as miles of the Ports-to-Plains Corridor. Crossing
outlined in HB 1079. eight counties and two TxDOT Districts, Segment

#1 contains portions of I-27, US 87, and US 287.
Per HB 1079, TxDQT, in conjunction with the Ports-  Major cities and towns located along Segment

to-Plains Advisory Committee, established three #1 include Abernathy, Amarillo, Cactus, Canyon,
geographical segments for the Ports-to-Plains Dumas, Dalhart, Hale Center, Happy, Plainview,
Corridor (Segment #1, Segment #2, and Segment  Stratford, and Tulia. A map of Segment #1 is
#3). Figure 1.3 contains a map showing the shown in Figure 1.4.

segments.

e Segment #1 starts at the New Mexico and
Oklahoma borders and extends to the Hale/
Lubbock County line.

e Segment #2 starts at the Hale/Lubbock
County line and extends to the Sutton/Edwards
County line.

*  Segment #3 starts at the Sutton/Edwards
County line and extends to I-35/Juarez-Lincoln
Bridge in Laredo.

PORTS-TO-PLAINS CORRIDOR INTERSTATE FEASIBILITY STUDY (HB 1079)
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1.2 Segment Committee
Membership

HB 1079 describes the composition of the
Segment Committees, consisting of volunteers
who may represent municipalities, counties,
metropolitan planning organizations, ports,
chambers of commerce, and economic

development organizations along the segment.

The membership of the Segment #1 Committee
was established during the first meeting of the
Ports-to-Plains Advisory Committee, held on
October 1, 2019 in Lubbock, TX.

The list of Segment #1 Committee members is
shown in Table 1.1 below.

Affiliation

Ginger Nelson, Mayor
Designee: Jared Miller, Committee Chair*

City of Amarillo
Designee: City Manager

Milton Pax, Committee Vice-Chair*

Vice Chairman,
Ports-to-Plains Alliance

Bob Brinkmann, Mayor

City of Dumas

Kevin Carter

President and CEO,
Amarillo Economic Development Corporation

Terri Beth Carter, Judge

Sherman County

Kasey Coker

Executive Director,
The High Ground of Texas

Ronnie Gordon, Judge

Hartley County

Phillip Hass, Mayor
Designee: James Stroud

City of Dalhart
Designee: City Manager

Ernie Houdashell, Judge

Randall County

Kyle Ingham
Designee: Katie Perkins

Executive Director, Panhandle Regional Planning
Commission
Designee: Program Specialist

Tonya Keesee

Executive Director, Plainview Chamber of Commerce

8 | PORTS-TO-PLAINS CORRIDOR INTERSTATE FEASIBILITY STUDY (HB 1079)
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Affiliation

Harold Keeter, Judge
Designee: Tyson Williams

Swisher County
Designee: Director, Tulia Chamber of Commerce

Joe Kiely

Vice-President of Operations,
Ports-to-Plains Alliance

Gary Molberg

President and CEO, Amarillo Chamber of Commerce

David B. Mull, Judge
Designee: Harold King

Hale County
Designee: County Commissioner

Travis Muno

Administrator, Amarillo Metropolitan Planning
Organization

Ashley Posthumus

President, Dalhart Chamber of Commerce

Ricky Reed, Mayor

City of Stratford

Johnnie “Rowdy” Rhoades, Judge
Designee: Dee Vaughan

Moore County
Designee: County Commissioner Precinct 3

Wesley Ritchey, Judge

Dallam County

Nancy Tanner, Judge
Designee: Sebastin Ysaguirre

Potter County
Designee: Director, Road and Bridge Dept.

Carl Watson

Executive Director, Dumas Chamber of Commerce

Ross Wilson

President and CEO, Texas Cattle Feeders Association

*During the Segment #1 Committee Meeting on November 20, 2019 in Amarillo, Jared Miller and Milton Pax were elected by the

Segment Committee members to serve as Chair and Vice-Chair of the Segment #1 Committee.
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1.2.1 Study Purpose and Background

The purpose of the Ports-to-Plains Corridor
Interstate Feasibility Study is to evaluate the
feasibility of, and costs and logistical matters
associated with improvements that create a
continuous flow, four-lane divided highway

that meets interstate standards to the extent
possible, including improvements that extend
I-27. The study evaluated those highways that
comprise the Ports-to-Plains Corridor. The Ports-
to-Plains Corridor Interstate Feasibility Study
considered two scenarios. The baseline includes
only those projects that are currently planned
and programmed throughout the corridor. The
interstate upgrade assumes an interstate facility
for the entire corridor.

1.2.2 Goals of the Study

A determination and prioritization of
improvements and expansion of the Ports-to-
Plains Corridor that are warranted in order to
promote safety and mobility, while maximizing
the use of existing highways to the greatest
extent possible and striving to protect private
property as much as possible.

A determination of the areas that are
preferable and suitable for interstate
designation.

An examination of projects costs related to
the improvement or expansion of the Ports-to-
Plains Corridor.

An assessment of federal, state, local, and
private funding sources for a project improving
or expanding the Ports-to-Plains Corridor.

1.3 Study Development Process
The goals of the Ports-to-Plains Corridor Interstate
Feasibility Study include the following: This Segment #1 Committee Report for the
Ports-to-Plains Corridor Interstate Feasibility Study
* An examination of freight movement along the  was developed in accordance with HB 1079.

Ports-to-Plains Corridor. Figure 1.5 shows the Ports-to-Plains Corridor
* An examination of the ability of the energy Interstate Feasibility Study process.

industry to transport products to market.
¢ An evaluation of the economic development

impacts of the Ports-to-Plains Corridor,

including whether the improvement or

expansion of the Ports-to-Plains Corridor would

create employment opportunities in Texas.
* A determination of whether improvements or

expansion of the Ports-to-Plains Corridor would

relieve traffic congestion in the segment.

10 | PORTS-TO-PLAINS CORRIDOR INTERSTATE FEASIBILITY STUDY (HB 1079)
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Purpose and
Need Statement

Existing
Conditions

Interstate
Feasibility
Analysis

Forecasted
Conditions

Data Collection and Analysis

Final
Recommendations

Preliminary
Recommendations

Implementation
Plan

Feasibility Study
Report

Stakeholder and Public Engagement

Figure 1.5: Ports-to-Plains Corridor Interstate Feasibility Study Segment Committee Process

1.4 Organization of the Report

This Segment #1 Committee Report addresses

the requirements of HB 1079. It documents the
study process, goals, stakeholder and public
involvement, data collection, analysis, and
findings. This report also provides the Segment #1
Committee recommendations to the Ports-to-Plains
Advisory Committee. Report chapters include:

Chapter 1: Introduction

Chapter 2: Existing Conditions and Needs
Assessment

* Land use characteristics

e Environmental conditions

e Population characteristics

* Economic characteristics

* Roadways and bridges

e Traffic conditions

e Truck traffic and freight flow

e Safety conditions

Chapter 3: Forecasted Conditions

e Projected population

* Projected economic development

* Projected land use

Future programmed roadway and bridge
projects

"ﬂl

e Future traffic conditions
e Future truck traffic and freight flow

Chapter 4: Corridor Interstate Feasibility

Analysis and Findings

* Describe the scenarios considered

e Describe the feasibility analysis process and
criteria used to evaluate the scenarios

* Present the feasibility analysis findings

Chapter 5: Public Involvement and
Stakeholder Engagement

Chapter 6: Recommendations and
Implementation Plan

Appendices:

* A - House Bill 1079

e B - Key Study Maps

e C - Federal Highway Administration Guidance
Criteria for Evaluating Requests for Interstate
Designation

* D - Texas Department of Transportation
Unified Transportation Program Funding
Categories

* E - Segment #1 Committee Recommendations

¢ F - A Resolution Supporting the Designation
of an Extension of Interstate 27 as a Future
Interstate in Texas

SEGMENT #1 COMMITTEE REPORT | 11
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2.0 Existing Conditions and
Needs Assessment

The Ports-to-Plains Corridor is 963 miles long,
from the I-35/Juarez-Lincoln Bridge in Laredo to
the Oklahoma and New Mexico state lines in the
Panhandle. It includes the existing 124-mile long
portion of I-27 between Lubbock and Amarillo but
consists primarily of two or four-lane state and U.S.
highways. The corridor passes through twenty-six
(26) counties and six (6) TxDOT Districts.

Segment #1 is within the High Plains and

Rolling Plains of the Texas Panhandle. It covers
approximately 274 miles from the Hale/Lubbock
County line north to the Oklahoma and New Mexico
state lines. It encompasses the majority (103
miles) of the 124 miles of existing I-27. Segment
#1 passes through eight (8) counties and two
TxDOT Districts. Amarillo is the major city in the
segment, serving as a population and employment
center, as well as a major crossroads for freight
traffic. Other smaller urban areas include Stratford,
Dalhart, Cactus, Dumas, Canyon, Happy, Tulia,
Plainview, Hale Center and Abernathy.

Existing highways in the corridor consist primarily
of two-lane facilities south of San Angelo, and four-
lane facilities to the north, as shown on Figure
2.1, Figure 2.2 shows the existing highway
sections in Segment #1. Two hundred twenty-

two of the 274 miles of highway (81 percent) in
Segment #1 are currently 4 or 6-lane divided, with
103 of those miles consisting of existing |-27. Only
36 miles in Segment #1 are currently 2-lane, which
are on US 287 north of Stratford. One hundred
twenty-four miles have some form of access
control (full or partial), with the remaining 150
miles having no access control. Figure 2.3 shows
transportation networks in Segment #1.

CHAPTER 2: EXISTING CONDITIONS AND NEEDS ASSESSMENT
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1 Existing conditions data reflect US 87 route designation through central Big Spring and not the under construction relief route,

which will be designated as US 87 and considered part of the corridor when complete in 2020. This applies to all maps shown in

Chapter 2 showing corridor data.
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The entire Segment #1 corridor is on the Ports- airports consist of smaller, general aviation and
to-Plains High Priority Corridor (#38) on the private airfields in rural areas. Segment #1 has the
National Highway System, the Texas Highway most railroad infrastructure in the corridor, with
Freight Network and the Texas Trunk Highway several BNSF rail lines between Lubbock and the
System. Existing |-27 is also on the Strategic Oklahoma and New Mexico borders. BNSF also
Highway Network. None of the roadways on has an intermodal rail freight facility at Amarillo
Segment #1 are Energy Sector corridors. Other and a transload facility for wind turbine
transportation facilities in Segment #1 include components at Plainview.

railroads, airports, and intermodal freight facilities.
There is a commercial airport in Amarillo; other

14 | PORTS-TO-PLAINS CORRIDOR INTERSTATE FEASIBILITY STUDY (HB 1079)
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The Segment #1 Committee evaluated existing
environmental, demographic, economic,
pavement, bridge, traffic, freight flows, and safety
conditions to assess the needs in Segment #1.
Details of these studies are discussed in the
following sections.

Rita Blanca
National Dallam
' Grassland

Rita.Blanca
National
N\ Grassland @7

§_ Sherman @ Hansford

51

Texhoma Park

Hartley
Dumasz@ Hutchinson

@ Window on t
Plains MuseL Moore Gounty
Moore Co. Courthduse
Historical*MusEom @'
Thompson MunicipallPark arson
olgham Potter )
County Courthouse lAmarillo US
F—1 Post Office
40 } Amarill land.Courthouse

otter County

: F
McMillen Courthouse
a

Apartments

Deal Smith Q. nd Library
@ Canyon Armstrong
@1 @D
o Hap;
Parmer (86)  Castro d Tulia Briscoe
I
TEXA Runnin
(03 Water Draw
ional Park |
@®
i Plainview
Bailey Hale Cfnter Floyd
AbertLath
18 A
Human Environment
Crosby
© Superfund Site 3k
® Historical Place, Museum,
| Cemetery, Courthouse, District —
Park Garr«f
= Existing 127

oa@m
-
| W] —

Figure 2.4: Segment #1
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Sources: TPWD- TNRIS, 2019, TCEQ, EPA, 2019
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2.1 Environmental Characteristics

The Segment #1 Committee looked at a 1,000-
foot wide area centered on the existing corridor
to examine environmental data from existing
published sources. The data is shown on
Figures 2.4 and 2.5. Segment #1 crosses

15 major creeks and two major rivers.
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Figure 2.5: Segment #1
Environmental Constraints-Wetlands,

Floodplains, and 303(d) Waters

Sources: FEMA Map Service Center, 2019, USFWS 2018,
USGS Hydrography Dataset, 2019, USFWS National Wetlands
Inventory, 2019, TCEQ 303(d) list 2016
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One of which, the Canadian River north of Amarillo,
is 303(d) listed, meaning it is considered impaired
for one or more contaminants. Larger floodplains
of note that are crossed by Segment #1 are the
Canadian River north of Amarillo, Tierra Blanca
Creek which passes through the town of Canyon,
and Running Water Draw in Plainview.

Segment #1 is in the High Plains ecoregion of the
Texas Panhandle. The area generally does not
contain habitat for federally listed species, but it
does support patches of suitable habitat for a few
state-listed threatened species such as Palo Duro
mouse (Peromyscus truei comanche) or Texas
horned lizard (Phrynosoma cornutum). There is no
critical habitat located within Segment #1.

One superfund site, the City of Dalhart Landfill,
is within the Segment #1 corridor. These sites
are known to contain hazardous materials and
can pose increase risk to construction activities.
No Brownfield sites are within the Segment #1
corridor.

US 287 north of Stratford passes through portions
of the Rita Blanca National Grassland. Segment #1
is in proximity to four municipal parks in Dumas,
Amarillo, and Plainview. Two National Register

of Historic Places listed sites, two museums,

one historic district and one County Courthouse
are located within Segment #1. There was no
archeological site location information available
from the Texas Archeological Research Laboratory
(TARL) for Segment #1. Two cemeteries are located
within Segment #1: the LX Ranch cemetery in
Potter County, and Memory Gardens in Randall
County.

PORTS-TO-PLAINS CORRIDOR INTERSTATE FEASIBILITY STUDY (HB 1079)

2.2 Population Characteristics

The Segment #1 Committee reviewed demographic
data from the United States Census Bureau
(USCB) and the American Community Survey
(ACS). Segment #1 has the smallest population

in the Ports-to-Plains Corridor. Segment #1 has
grown by 18 percent from 356,644 in 1990 to
419,186 in 2017. Only two counties, Potter and
Randall Counties (containing the City of Amarillo)
have more than 100,000 people. From 1990 to
2017, population growth in Segment #1 has been
positive with an 18 percent growth.

The entire corridor population growth is 33 percent
for the same time period of 1990 to 2017. Six of
the Segment #1 counties (Dallam, Hartley, Moore,
Potter, Randall, and Sherman Counties) have
gained population since 1990, all experiencing
double digit growth. The remaining twelve counties
in Segment #1 have lost population since 1990.
Many counties experienced growth in the 1990s
and then saw declines from 2010. Hartley County,
for example, grew by 52 percent between 1990 to
2000, then by 9 percent between 2000 to 2010,
and had no growth between 2000 to 2017. Figure
2.6 and Table 2.1 show the population from 1990
to 2017.

g
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Segment #1 Population 1990-2017
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Figure 2.6: Segment #1 Population Growth, 1990 to 2017

Source: USCB, 1990, 2000, 2010, ACS, 2017

Table 2.1: Historic Population in the Corridor and Segment #1

Segment #1

Population Slaigijans

389,095

410,770

419,186

Corridor

Population 1,362,255

1,511,107

1,677,971 1,811,411

2.3 Economic Conditions

The Segment #1 Committee reviewed data on
median household incomes, employment, top
industries, oil and gas, and agricultural production
in Segment #1.

2.3.1 Median Household Income

From 1990 to 2017, median income in Segment
#1 has grown significantly. Figure 2.7 shows
the growth in median household income in
Segment #1. As shown in Table 2.2,

g

Source: USCB 1990, 2000, 2010, ACS 2017, Texas Demographic Center

Segment #1 currently has a greater median
household income than Segment #3, but lower
than Segment #2. The median household incomes
in Segment #1 range from $37,883 in Swisher
County to $68,750 in Armstrong County. No
counties had median incomes below the 2017
Department of Health and Human Services poverty
line of $24,600 for a family of four. Segment #1
had the smallest overall growth (123 percent) in
income compared to the other segments in the
corridor from 1990 to 2017.
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Figure 2.7: Segment #1 Median Household Income Growth, 1990 to 2017
Source: USCB 1990, 2000, 2010, ACS 2017, Texas Demographic Center

Table 2.2: Median Incomes in the Ports-to-Plains Corridor

Segment #1 Median
Household Income

Segment #2 Median

Household Income

Segment #3 Median
Household Income

Corridor Median
Household Income

Source: USCB 1990, 2000, 2010, ACS 2017, Texas Demographic Center

2.3.2 Employment Some counties in Segment #1 (e.g. Dallam and

As with population and income, employment in Randall) had growth rates higher than the average,
Segment #1 has seen growth from 1990 to 2017. while some counties (e.g. Floyd and Swisher) lost
Overall employment in Segment #1 grew by 20 employment. Table 2.3 shows the employment in
percent, compared to the corridor growth rate of Segment #1 as well as the corridor.

78 percent.

g
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Segment #1 Employment 199,767

201,916

Segment #1 Percentage

of Corridor Employment 27 27 25 24

Corridor Employment 618,697 668,172 783,830 845,071

Source: USCB 1990, 2000, 2010, ACS 2017, Texas Demographic Center

Figure 2.8 shows the top five employment processing, dairies, tanneries, and food production.
industries in Segment #1, which like most of the Energy related businesses are also located in
Ports-to-Plains Corridor, is dominated by health Segment #1.

care, retail trade, and educational services'?.
Segment #1 is the only segment that has
manufacturing in the top five industries. Beyond
these basic sales and service industries,
Segment #1 employment includes agricultural
production and energy production. Walmart is a
major employer, with a large distribution center
location in Plainview. Other employers include
agricultural related businesses such as meat

Segment #1 Top Industries

MW Health Care and Social
Assistance

M Retail Trade
m Educational Services
Accommodation and

Food Services

B Manufacturing

Figure 2.8: Segment #1 Top Five Industries, 2017
Source: ACS, 2017

12Note that the manufacturing industry includes food, leather, and petroleum product manufacturing.

g
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2.3.3 Energy

Four geologic areas bearing oil and gas overlap
the corridor: the Permian Basin encompassing
Segment #2, the Eagle Ford Shale in Segment

#3, and the Palo Duro and Anadarko Basins in
Segment #1. Figure 2.9 shows the distribution of
oil and gas wells in the corridor, and Figure 2.10
shows the oil and natural gas wells in Segment #1.

The Segment has 9,605 oil wells and 4,668
natural gas wells. Oil and gas production in
Segment #1 comprise a small percentage of the
corridor total: 4,156,527 barrels of oil in 2017,
or less than one percent of the corridor total, and
65,041,281 million cubic feet of gas in 2017, or
five percent of the corridor total. Wind production
in Segment #1 is much more significant. Figures
2.11 and 2.12 show the total number of wind
turbines in the corridor, and the number of wind
turbines in Segment #1.

* Texas leads the country in wind power
additions representing record amount of 3.938
megawatts in 2019 alone.

Texas represents more than 25 percent of the
U.S. 105 gigawatts per newly released Wind
Powers America Annual Report 2019.

There were 2,623 wind turbines located

in Segment #1 in 2019, accounting for 39
percent of the corridor total as shown in

Table 2.4.

The two highest producing counties for wind
energy in the corridor are in Segment #1.:
Carson and Floyd Counties. These two counties
each produce over 1 million megawatts of
wind energy. Segment #1 has a significant
concentration of wind energy due to its

good to excellent conditions based on USEIA
assessments of wind power potential. Segment
#1 also has a growing wind component
manufacturing and repair sector.

Segment #1

Wind Energy
Capacity

Segment #2

4,601,600 5,384,380 1,104,420 11,090,400

Segment #3 Corridor

Source: Texas Railroad Commission, 2019

PORTS-TO-PLAINS CORRIDOR INTERSTATE FEASIBILITY STUDY (HB 1079)
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Figure 2.11: Corridor Wind Turbines, 2019
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Figure 2.12: Segment #1 Wind Turbines, 2019

Source: Texas Railroad Commission, 2019
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2.3.4 Agriculture

Segment #1 has the highest agricultural
production among the three segments of the
corridor, as shown in Figures 2.13 and 2.14.

e Approximately 62 percent of the land in
Segment #1 is farmland.

* The total sales of agricultural products were
over $9.3 billion in 2017 for the 18 counties
within Segment #1, or 71 percent of the
corridor total.

\ T b Sstratiord
| 3B, 7y
Dalhartao"
54 S ADumas
8‘7 @
Womarilio
|
me
1385 \'_
B 70 r\Nb\mv
|
g
lLlubbock
Tahoka \1 ™
0 | 84
amesa
‘
349) 187
Big-Spring @

:.:':::T ¢ 158 pscring city ’
\\ l == 4‘i \Nl<\;

= San Angelo

5%
LN

G

Eldorado |

Sonora

|
=
&~
, e ) 77 14
' COAHUILA &M i
e :
lexico  Apuna @2 &
Pledras Eagle Pass E|3
Carriz:
Total Agricultural Sales (by $1,000) |} ‘ Springs
/ [ 3,000 - 60,000 5 83
[ 60,000 - 200,000 1 — |
I 200,000 - 400,000 /" NueVo
N 400,000 - 1,700,000 | Laredo
| & segment1 @w Laredo L—-
& segment2 Nu:—:vo*%5 i
@D segment3 LEON/Z O |
S TAMA RS

F:gure 2.13: Corridor

Total Agricultural Sales, 2017
Source: USDA Census of Agriculture, 2017

g

CHAPTER 2: EXISTING CONDITIONS AND NEEDS ASSESSMENT

The animal product sales, at $7.88 billion,
make up 85 percent.

Crop sales, at $1.24 billion, make up 15
percent of Segment #1’s total agricultural
sales. This is skewed higher towards animal
products than the corridor as a whole.

The counties with the highest total agricultural
sales were Deaf Smith County ($1.6 billion),
Dallam County ($1.2 billion) and Castro County
($1.1 billion).
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Figure 2.14: Segment #1

Total Agricultural Sales, 2017
Source: USDA Census of Agriculture, 2017
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For Segment #1, the top crop is cotton for eight out

of the 18 counties.

e The other top crops in this segment include
wheat for grain in six counties and corn in four
counties. While cotton is the top product in the
most counties, Segment #1 is not as cotton
dominant as Segment #2.
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F:gure 2.15: Segment #1
Top Crop Production, 2017

Source: USDA Census of Agriculture, 2017

The top livestock and animal products by
inventory for Segment #1 are cattle and calves
for 17 out of the 18 counties. Goats were
the top animal product for one county in this
segment. Figures 2.15 and 2.16 show the top
crops by acreage and the top animal products

by inventory per county within Segment #1

respectively.
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Figure 2.16: Segment #1

Top Animal Production, 2017
Source: USDA Census of Agriculture, 2017
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2.4 Roadways and Bridges

The Segment #1 Committee reviewed data on
pavement and bridge conditions from TxDOT’s
Pavement Management System (TxDOT PMIS) and
TxDOT’s Roadway Inventory Database (TxDOT RID).
The pavement in Segment #1 is in generally the
same condition as the rest of the corridor, with over
92 percent in good or very good condition, and less
than 3 percent in poor or very poor condition. The
poor and very poor sections are typically located
near cities and towns, as well as stretches north of
Dalhart, and between Lubbock and Amarillo. The
pavement conditions for Segment #1 are shown on
Figure 2.17.

There is a total of 143 bridges in Segment #1 out

of 537 bridges for the entire corridor. Approximately
89 percent of the bridges in Segment #1 are in

good condition and less than 1 percent are in poor
condition. The bridge sufficiency ratings for Segment
#1 are shown on Figure 2.18.

Of the 143 bridges in Segment #1, 89 have a
vertical bridge clearance. TxDOT’s recently updated
the standard for bridge vertical clearance on freight
corridors to 18' 6". Approximately 50 of the bridges
in Segment #1 meet the previous standard of 16' 6"
clearance, with 10 bridges exceeding the new 18'
6" clearance. Ten bridges with low clearances under
15 feet are north of Lubbock and near downtown
Amarillo. The bridge clearances for Segment #1 are
shown on Figure 2.19.
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Figure 2.17: Segment #1 Pavement Conditions
Source: TxDOT RID, 2019
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Figure 2.19: Segment #1 Bridge Clearances
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Source: TxDOT RID, 2019
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2.5 Traffic Conditions

The Segment #1 Committee reviewed traffic
data from the TxDOT RID. Traffic volumes in the
Ports-to-Plains Corridor and in Segment #1
vary considerably, as shown in Figures 2.20
and 2.21. Segment #1 has higher volumes
(between 15,000 and 55,000 vehicles per
day) along I-27 between Lubbock and Amarillo.
US 87 and US 287 north of Amarillo carry less

traffic, typically less than 9,000 vehicles per day.

However, interstates can handle much larger
volumes of traffic and still provide an adequate
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level of service. Level of Service (LOS) refers to the
magnitude of congestion and delay, and is rated
from A to F, with A being the best. For example,
urban segments of [-27 near Amarillo operate at
LOS A, indicating near free-flow conditions. The
rural segments of US 87, US 287 and I-27 are also
all at LOS A. Urban street segments in or around
corridor cities operate at LOS B or C including
segments of US 87 in Texline, Dalhart, Dumas and
the downtown one-way street pairs in Amarillo,
and segments of US 287 in Stratford and Dumas
operate at LOS B and C.
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Figure 2.21: Segment #1 Average Daily

Traffic Volumes
Source: TxDOT RID, 2017
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2.6 Truck Traffic and Freight Flow
Conditions

The Segment #1 Committee reviewed data on
truck traffic and freight flow conditions. Truck
volumes are generally higher in Segment #1
than in other parts of the corridor. Truck traffic

is particularly high in Moore, Potter, and Randall
Counties. Truck traffic relative to overall AADT is
generally between 5,000 to 9,000 trucks per day.
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Figure 2.22: Corridor Truck Volumes
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Truck traffic relative to overall AADT is notably high
in Sherman County through Stratford to the Texas-
Oklahoma state line where the truck percentage
is over 50 percent. Figures 2.22 and 2.23 show
truck volumes, and Figures 2.24 and 2.25 show
truck percentages.
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Figure 2.23: Segment #1 Truck Volumes
Source: TxDOT RID, 2017
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Figure 2.24: Corridor Truck Percentages

Source: TxDOT RID, 2017

Figure 2.25: Segment #1 Truck Percentages

Source: TxDOT RID, 2017
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In terms of freight flow, food and agriculture and
minerals and mineral products are the largest
outbound commodity categories shipped from
Segment #1. Food and agriculture are most
frequently the top outbound commodity category,
particularly for counties in rural areas, indicating
high levels of agricultural production. Minerals and
mineral products and energy products are the top
outbound commodities for counties such as

Potter, Oldham, Hutchinson, and Swisher. Within
Segment #2, minerals and mineral products
make up the majority of inbound commodities,
which includes metals, chemicals, and fertilizers,
followed by food and agriculture. Minerals and
mineral products and food and agricultural
products are in most cases the top commodities
flowing within the segment, as shown in

Figures 2.26 and 2.27.
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Figure 2.26: Segment #1 Inbound Freight Commodities
Source: TxDOT SAM and Transearch
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i
Figure 2.27: Segment #1 Outbound Freight Commodities
Source: TxDOT SAM and Transearch
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Figures 2.28 thru 2.30 show outbound truck flows throughout Texas using other interstates, us
trips, originating in Laredo, Eagle Pass and Del Rio  highways, and Texas state routes. The truck flows
respectively, tracked for a 7-day period as compiled from Laredo reach all regions of the United States
by the American Transportation Research Institute  and into Canada. Figures 2.29 and 2.30 show

(ATRI). These figures illustrate the magnitude of more moderate truck flows from the International
truck traffic flowing from the International Ports Ports at Eagle Pass and Del Rio. Though truck
along the corridor with thicker red lines indicated trips from these communities do extend across the
the heaviest flows. As shown in Figure 2.28, United States, the heavier flows are focused more
The strongest outbound truck demand from in west and south Texas. Both Eagle Pass and Del
Laredo is along the 1-35 corridor to the Dallas Rio ports lack interstate connectivity, which limits
Fort Worth metropoloitan area with other strong demand.
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Laredo, Texas: Day 7 Outbound Truck Trip Flows
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Figure 2.28: Laredo: Day 7 Outbound Truck Trip Flows
Source: ATRI, 2019
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Figure 2.29: Eagle Pass: Day 7 Outbound Truck Tri Flows
Source: ATRI, 2019
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Figure 2.30: Del Rio: Day 7 Outbound Truck Trip Flows
Source: ATRI, 2019
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2.7 Safety Conditions

The Segment #1 Committee reviewed crash data
from TxDOT’s Crash Records Information Systems
(CRIS) database for a five-year period from 2014 to
2018,

2.7.1 Total Crashes between 2014 and 2018
e During the same period, 5,716 total crashes,
or 33 percent of the total corridor crashes
occurred in Segment #1. Figure 2.31 shows

total crash rates in Segment #1.

* The highest crash rate within Segment
#1 occurred through downtown Amarillo,
with a rate of 908 per 100 million vehicle
miles traveled (MVMT), which is 4 times
the statewide average for the route. I-27
terminates in a system-to-system interchange
with 1-40 and the corridor transitions into two
sets of one-way streets through the central
business district.

e Overall, Segment #1 experienced an average
of 109 crashes per 100 MVMT, which is the
lowest crash rate in the corridor. The rate in
Segment #2 is 111 per 100 MVMT and the
rate in Segment #3 is 133 per 100 MVMT.

From 2014 to 2018, 61 fatal crashes occurred
in Segment #1, resulting in 71 fatalities, or 29
percent of the total corridor fatal crashes.

e The fatal crash rate in Segment #1 is the
lowest in the corridor, at 1.0 per million MVMT.
This compares to 1.62 in Segment #2, 1.15 in
Segment #3, and 1.31 corridor wide.

The statewide fatality rate in Texas is 1.36 per
MVMT, and nationwide the fatality rate is 1.17
(2017)*. A higher concentration of fatal crashes
occurred near Amarillo, north of Dumas, and near
the Lubbock county line, as shown in Figure 2.32.

CHAPTER 2: EXISTING CONDITIONS AND NEEDS ASSESSMENT

There were no fatal crashes near Stratford. Within
Amarillo city limits, 11 fatal crashes occurred over
the five-year study period.

2.7.2 Total Truck Crashes between

2014 and 2018

e Between 2014 and 2018, there were 829
truck-related crashes representing 15 percent
of total crashes in Segment #1, as shown in
Figure 2.33.

e Higher truck crash rates were experienced in
Cactus (97 crashes per 100 MVMT), Dumas
(85 crashes per 100 MVMT), Dalhart (84
crashes per 100 MVMT), and central Amarillo
(74 crashes per 100 MVMT). The higher rates
in Cactus, in Sherman County, can be partially
accredited to a high number of pedestrians
crossing the existing 4-lane highway due to
shift changes at a local meat processing
facility.

e Similar to the total crashes within this
segment, rural areas of I-27 experience low
truck crash rates. The total truck crash rate in
Segment #1 is 59 per 100 MVMT, compared to
a rate of 88 in Segment #2, 81 in Segment #3,
and 76 for the corridor®®. Despite having the
highest truck volumes, Segment #1 has the
lowest truck crash rates.

13 A 200-foot buffer was used to capture all crashes along and near the proposed corridor - including frontage roads, ramps,

and intersections.

14 All fatal crash rates expressed as per 100 million vehicle miles traveled. Source: Texas Motor Vehicle Traffic Crash Facts
Calendar Year 2018, and USDOT National Highway Traffic Safety Administration Traffic Safety Facts Research Note DOT HS 812

826: 2018 Fatal Motor Vehicles Crashes: Overview.

15 All truck crash rates expressed as per 100 million truck miles traveled.
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Figure 2.31: Segment #1 Total Crashes

Source: TxDOT CRIS

Figure 2.32: Segment #1 Fatal Crashes
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Source: TxDOT CRIS
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