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Executive Summary

The MetropolitanTransportation Plan identifies transportation improvement projects that our
area will need over the next-3&ar period based on the demand on our current system and input
from the community. This document divides projects into two separate lartase with
funding and those on an unconstrained needs component (or wiskViist)the fluctuationin

the economy over the past few years, projecting funding has become somewhat of a challenge.
With the passage of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, EffiCleahsportation Equity Act: A
Legacy for Users (SAFETEAU) on August 10, 2005, many changes to the way we conduct
transportation planning have evolved. The one item that has stayed constant is thatethere
more projects needed than there is fundinglavie for. To add to this dilemma,up Interstate
System is reaching the end of its useful lifeickhhmeans we will be seeing more and more
deterioration of our roadways and infrastructuvie are predicting thatrfding funding sources

to accomplisiprojects will become the goal of all Metropolitan Planning Organizations.

Transportation is a vital part of our communities and our daily lives. It helps shape economic
health and quality of life within our area and has a&daiimpact on jobs, recreation, and in
gener al , |l i festyles of todayods popul ation.
people and goods has always been a necessity; the only item that continues to change is how this
is accomplished.

With the advance of technology, environmental concerns, and increased -ngexging the
challenges of sufficient and safe mobility will depend on a coordinated planning process. Thus,
transportation planning is progressively becoming more and more impoitteathe process by
which strategies evolve for developing, operating, maintaining, and financingdonggoals

and projects

Many elements go into transportation planning of which the most important is public
participation. Without the input from owwommunity, transportation planningould be hard
pressed tdocus on the needs of our aréBransportation planning is a collaborative process that

is accomplished through the San Angelo Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) along with
other key govenment organizations and interested stakeholders. The MPO is responsible for
developing, in cooperation with the Stasdfected transit operatqrand the general pubji@a
long-range transportation planThis longrange transportation plan called theetkbpolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) provides the base for planning activities and projects that will occur
within the MPO area. This plan is part of the continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive
transportation planning proces3he MPO has consultedha coordinated with other planning
officials to the maximum extent practicable. We have tried to make sure that the public is both
well-informed and has the opportunity to participate in this process.

This plan, at a minimum, should include existingd aproposed transportation facilities
(including major roadways, transit, multimodal and intermodal facilities, pedestrian walkways
and bicycle facilities, and intermodal connectors) that should function as an integrated
metropolitan transportation systemgiving emphasis to those facilities that serve important
national and regional transportation functions over the period of this transportation plan (23 CFR
450.322) This plan has been ddweped with those goals in mind and every effort has been
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made to rake this a truly multmodal approach to transportation planning.
Funding

The Texas Department of Transportationds (TxIL
has established funding categories to reflect various programs outlined in thisTh&Rublic
Transportation funding is provided mainly through the Federal Transit Administratidm

addition, other sources of funds include local contributions from entities such as the City of San
AngeloandConcho Valley Council of Governments

Major Transportation Elements

The major elements that make up transpoiin planning include roadwayspublic
transportation bicycle and pedestrian mobiljtyailroads, trucks and freight movemgiaind
aviation Our goalis to have a combination of theseeelents to provide for the smooth
movement of people and goods through our MPO area.

Recommendations

The major recommendations of this plan are summarized below:
1. A financial plan designed to spaf fears was prepared to demonstrate the expected
funding available for transportation improvement$Vhat this plan showed is that
more projects are needed and the funding is not able to keep up with that need as we
project our plans out.

2. The goal is to provide a coordinated effort on transportation planany of the
future projects look at integrating modes of transportation so that reliance is not
heavily weighed on one mode.

3. With the consolidation of the Public Transportation now housed under the direction
of the Concho Valley Transit District, many cigges have occurred and many more
planned for the future. These changes will allow improved use of limited funding
sources, better connectivity for the riders, elimination of inefficiencies in the system
andamore costeffectiveserviceeffective transiservices throughout our area.

4. The bicycle and pdestrian mode of transportatibas really seen an expansion of
need in our area. The MPO staff will be looking at ways to promotedanelop
parts of the San AngeBicycle and Pedestrian Plan itccorporate positive changes
within our nonmotorized transportation system.

5. There has been an influx of dollars into our railroad system and more expected for the
future. The MPOb6s goal in this area wil|l
with ties to the Portso-Plains Coalition and future needs analysis of a truly
intermodal facility.

Conclusion
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Transportation is a part of each of our lives, whether we are going back and forth to work, shopping,
visiting family, traveling around theourtry, or just moving from town to town. Transportation
Planning is the means by which this process can be improved, streamlined, or just sustained.
Regardless of if we want to build new roads, maintain the ones we have, improve transit operations,
ride aur bike, walk in the park, move freight through our City, or take a plane to another lpcation
transportation will have a role in that.

The San Angelo MPO goals in the MTP procgssaddition to those stated in this documear®to
strengthen the publc 6s (your) v pexmoee ways to ttdilaborate ramdcdelises the
necessary servicesnhance economic opportunitiggeserve our mobility options and explore new
ones improve the safety of our system and enhance its performandefinally, just to provide a
roadmap for our future in transportation and ensure that the system will be around for the use of
many generations to come.
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Chapter 1 7 INTRODUCTION

History

The Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) is the defining vision for transportation systems
andservices in the San Angelo Metropolitan Planning Area. The MTP serves as the blueprint
for the development of our transportation system for the next twemtyears. The plan
identifies longrange transportation needs, prioritizes programs and ppjanotd provides a
means for regional brainstorming on transportation aspects.

The purpose of the MTP is to systematize ramitidal transportation planning for all modes of
travel and thus ensure that plans, programs, and policies are interconnectih dageovide
transportation coordination among the city, county, state, and other jurisdictional boundaries.
This is accomplished thru integration of both metropolitan and regional planning. This
integration will allow us to meet the transportation ligmges ahead and effectively and
efficiently gather the resources to overcome them.

The MTP incorporates a muithodal approach to transportation planning and includes not only
roadways, but also transit, airports, train, freight, bikeways, and pedestrian

This multrmodal approach helps illustrate the growing importance of alternative means of
transportation in our increasing diverse soci
of living are dependent on several factors. As residents wareegccess to jobs, health care,

and education. We want access to churches and parks to enrich our lives. Businesses need
access to raw materials and customers. In addition, consumable items such as groceries and gas
must be brought to San Angelo fesidents and businesses alike.

All these factors rely on transportation. A comprehensive transportation network which
incorporates freight routes, urban traffic needs, and alternative modes of transportation enables
San Angelo to provide for the needs rekidents, businesses, and visitors. In contrast, an
uncoordinated transportation network is inefficient and ineffective in providing these services.

The Metropolitan Transportation Plan will continue the planning efforts for a comprehensive
transportatia network. The Plan enables construction of transportation facilities in places
where they wild!l be best used and all ows the C
areas for industry, neighborhoods, and services. The Plan also provadesranige focus for

planning which helps to ensure that community needs are met well into the future.
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Background to the MTP

Longrange transportation planning began with the passage of the Federal Highway
Transportation Act of 1962. This act createdoatmuing, cooperative, and comprehensive (3

C) regional transportation planning process for urban areas. Congress passed legislation which
required urban areas to create and implement transportation plans in order to receive federal
highway funds. For@ transportation planning activities in the San Angelo metropolitan area
began in 1964 when the City of San Angelo, Tom Green County, the Texas Highway
Department, and the U. S. Department of Commerce initiated a transportation study. This
transportatiorstudy was completed in 1966 with the formal adoption of a transportation plan.

The Federal Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1973 required the formation of an MPO
for any urbanized area with a population greater than 50,000. MPOs were desagm#ted
forum for cooperative regional transportation decision making. Federal funds were allocated to
MPOs to support this process.

In 1988, the Governor of Texas designated the City of San Angelo as the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for tmasportation planning in the San Angelo urbanized area using the
committee structure established pursuant to Section 134 of Chapter 1 of Title 23 U.S.C. as the
group responsible for giving the MPO overall transportation guidance. The San Angelo
Metropolitan Planning Organization (San Angelo MPO) Policy Committee works cooperatively
with the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), the U.S. Department of Transportation,
the Federal Highway Administration, the Federal Transit Administration, the City of Sa
Angelo, Tom Green County, and tt@@oncho Valley Council of Governmetud provide the best
transportation plans possible while maintaining a financially constrained budget.

With the passage of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEEQ91, a
major change in transportation planning was initiated. This act provided for an enhanced multi
modal scope that showed uniformity and interconnectivity; in addition to consideration of land
use, methods to enhance transit service, and needsigtethrough management systems.

Expanding on this scope the passage of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century
(TEA-21) further integrated transportation areas. ¥#ZA cal |l s f or MPOGs t
planning process around the generaldglines of seven broad areas. To this effect,
transportation plans should support the economic vitality of the San Angelo metropolitan area,
make transportation safer and more secure, give people and freight greater access to mobility
options, protect thenvironment while promoting energy conservation and improving the quality

of life, improve the connectivity and integration of the current transportation system, promote
efficient transportation options, and preserve existing transportation as muckiakepos

The MTP was amended in the context of the planning requirements contained in the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA
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LU). SAFETEALU was enacted on August 10, 2005 and the MPO has madg masonable

effort to incorporate the planning provisions of it into the updated processes. The MPO has
updated the Public Participation Plan to include consultations and coordination with other
resource agencies and stakeholders. The MPO will beivgotdx obtain plans, information, and
documents from those sources. SAFETEAJ st ates that RnThe Metrop
Plan, shall, at a minimum, include existing and proposed transportation facilities (including
major roadways, transit, multimodalnd intermodal facilities, pedestrian walkways and bicycle
facilities, and intermodal connectors) that should function as an integrated metropolitan
transportation system, giving emphasis to those facilities that serve important national and
regionaltrangor t ati on functions over the period of t
to those facilities that serve important national and regional transportation functions over the
period of the plan be it motorized or novotorizedl. The MTP provides opportuties for
coordination on the transportation projects of the City of San Angelo, Tom Green County, the
Texas Department of Transportation, then€ho Valley Transit District, and other entities.

Organization of the San Angelo MPO

The San Angelo MPO is theansportation planning body for the City of San Angelo and
adjacent areas. It consists oéderal, State, and local agencies working together to avoid
conflicting plans, duplicated projects, or funding conflicts between transportatiortigsianithe
metropolitan area. The MPO is governedfégeral state, andocal regulations along with a set
of adopted bytaws that the Board approvemh 2003 which were subsequently amended in
following years with the latest amendment in 200he San Angelo MPO cwists of a Policy
Board, an athoc Citizen Advisory Committee, and MPO Staff.

MPO Policy Board

The Policy Board provides direction and guidance for transportation planning in the MPO
boundaries. The Board is responsible for ensuring conformanceesihaf regulations
requiring that highways, mass transit, and other transportation facilities and services are
properly deployed and developed in relation to the overall plan for urban development.
This includes the responsibility of reviewing and appngvithe Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP), the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), and the Unified
Planning Work Program (UPWP).

The Board is made up of the following voting members:

Mayor, City of San Angel@Chairperson)

City Manager, City of SaAngelo(Vice-Chairperson)
County Judge, Tom Green County

County Commissioner, Tom Green County
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e District Engineer, Texas Department of Transportation

Director of Transportation Planning and Development, Texas Department
of Transportation

Executive Direatr, Concho Valley Council of Governments

President, Chamber of Commerce

Director of Community Planning and Development, City of San Angelo
City Engineer, City of San Angelo

Airport Director, City of San Angelo

In addition, the Board is comprised of Reoting state and federal elected officials along
with review and advisory agency officials. These members include:

U.S. Representative District 11

State Senator District 28

State Representative District 72

Fedeal Highway Administration Representative

Texas Department of Transportation Planning and Programming
Representative

Citizen Advisory Committee

The Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) is created as needed and provides useful
information on special transporitat projects within the community. Membership
constantly fluctuates as public interest in transportation issues increases and wanes.
Members are kept informed and invited to comment on transportation policies that affect
their interest.

MPO Staff

The MPRO staff consists of planning and technical professionals that provide valuable
resources for information gathering and assembling of documents that correspond to
transportation issues within the MPO boundafhe current staff makeup consists of
three ful-time professionals:

e Metropolitan Planning Organization Director responsible for the
direction of responsibilities and administration of the MPO

e Transportation Plannei responsiblefor the developmentof techncal
reports, data collecti@nand travel demand modeling work utilizi®S
databases

e Transportation Technician responsible for administrative and technical
support including customer service, P®@ board packets, minutes,
presentations, meeting materials, MPO newslgtemdvebsite updates
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The MPO staff works closely with the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) to
organize, implement, and evaluate transportation plans.

San Angelo Metropolitan Planning Area

The San Angelo MPO area covers approximately 96 squars ofil@om Green County. Its

only urbanized area is the City of San Angedtong with one county Tom Green; and one

Texas Department of Transportation distridthe 2000 census reported a population of 87,969

for the designated Urban Area Boundary ofickhthe majority of the population resides within

the City of San Angelo. The population outside of the City in the metropolitan planning area is
mainly rural with spotted urbanized development. A map illustrating the San Angelo MPO
region isshown inFigure1-1. The most recent amendment to the boundaries of the planning
area was made in June 1998 to include all newly annexed portions of the City of San Angelo.
The MPO is in the process of evaluating the boundary to see if any new areas are expected to be
urbanized

Figure 1-1 MPO Boundary Map

San Angelo MPO @
Boundary Map

Metropolitan Transportation Plan FY 2010 -2035
Pagel9of 136



(This page intentionally left blank.)

Metropolitan Transportation Plan FY 2010 -2035
Page20of 136



Chapter 2 7 GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT

Examination of the growth and development patterns of the planning area is an
important part of developing the MTP. Analysis of the anticipated changes in the
population, number of households, household income, and employment growth trends
provides the basis for planning the future transportation needs.

Population

Past and Current Population Trends

Population data from the U.S. Census Bureau from 1900 through 2000 were obtained
for Tom Green County and the State of Texas. This data reflects the official population
counts for the county and the State and are useful in the analysis of past and current
growth trends.

Figure 2-1 illustrates the population change for Tom Green County from 1900 through
2000. As the chart shows, population growth has been relatively slow, but generally
stable during the past century. In fact, the population has increased every decade
except for the period 1910 to 1920, when a severe drought resulted in a 15 percent
decline in the countyods popul ati on.

Figure 2-1 Population of Tom Green County, Texas 1900 to 2000
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Figure 2-2 compares the percent change in population for each decade between 1950
and 2000 for Tom Green County with the State of Texas. As illutrated, population
growth in the county has been consistently less than that experienced by the state.
Additionally, although the county has experienced consistent growth throughout most of
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the 20" century, growth over the last decade, 1990 to 2000, was the lowest of the past
50 years as indicated by Table 2-1.
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Figure 2-2 Percent Change in Population Tom Green County and Texas1950 to 2000
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Table 2-1 Percent Change in Population for Tom Green County by Decadel950 to 2000

Percent Change

1950-1960 | 1960-1970 | 1970-1980 | 1980-1990 | 1990-2000

Tom Green County 9.67% 9.93% 19.34% 16.13% 5.64%

Source: U.S. Census

Current estimates of population were obtained from the Texas State Data Center and
the U.S. Census Bureau to evaluate current population trends since the 2000 census
count. Table 2-2 presents the estimated 2008 population and the numeric and percent
change for estimates from these two sources. As indicated by these different estimates
it appears Tom Green County population is continuing to grow at a rate substantially
slower than the state as a whole. And, may be growing at a rate slower than what
occurred in the previous decade. The difference in the estimates made by the Census
Bureau and the TxSDC is due to the use of different methodologies and different data
sources and years, and are not comparable. Both agencies use defensible
methodologies and reliable data sources. The two estimates are included to provide an
idea of the more recent trend in population growth for Tom Green County and how it
may have changed since the 2000 census.

Table 2-2 Estimated Population Change in Tom Green County and Texas2006-2008

2000 2008 Population Numeric Percent
Population Estimate Change Change
Census Census | TxSDC Census | TxSDC | Census | TxSDC
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Tom Green 104,041 107,864 103,040 3,823 -1,001 3.67% -0.96%
County

State of Texas | 20,851,811 | 24,326,974 | 24,105,417 | 3,475,163 | 3,253,606 | 16.66% 15.60%

Source: U.S. Census and Texas State Data Center

Future Population Change

Population projections for Tom Green County were obtained from the Texas State Data
Center (TxSDC). The projections made by the TxSDC include population projections
from 2000 through 2040 in five-year increments for five different migration scenarios,
described below.

¢ 0.0 Migration Scenario T This scenario projects the net change in population
using current age/race specific birth and death rates with no in migration or out
migration. In other words, any population change is due to natural increase
(births) and natural decrease (deaths). It is generally used for comparison with
projections that include in and out migration.

e 0.5 Migration Scenario - This scenario projects the net change in population
using current age/race specific birth and death rates and migration rates (both in
and out migration) equal to on-half those experienced between 1990 and 2000.

e 1.0 Migration Scenario i This scenario projects the net change in population
using current age/race specific birth and death rates and migration rates (both in
and out migration) equal to those experienced between 1990 and 2000.

e 2000-04 Migration Scenario 7 This scenario represents the net change in
population using the estimated 2000 to 2004 age, sex, and race/ethnicity
migration rates.

e 2000-2007 Migration Scenario i This scenario represents the net change in
population using the estimated 2000 to 2007 age, sex, and race/ethnicity
migration rates.

Table 2-3 shows the population projections for each migration scenario for Tom Green
County for the years 2010 through 2040. Figure 2-3 provides a graph of these
projections. Under three of the migration scenarios, the 0.0, 0.5, and 1.0, the population
in Tom Green County would be expected to increase slowly, but steadily through 2040.
The percentage increase in population expected under these scenarios ranges from
11.5 percent (0.0 migration) to 18.1 percent (1.0 migration). The 2000-04 and 2000-07
migration scenarios produce a decline in population of more than 18 percent.

Table 2-3 Population Projections and Percent Change for Tom Green County

Migration Scenario

0.0 0.5 1.0 2000-04 2000-07
2000 Population 104,010 104,010 104,010 104,010 104,010
2010 Population 109,820 111,404 112,289 104,064 103,750
Percent Change From 5.64% 7.17% 8.01% 0.05% -0.25%
2000
2020 Population 114,274 117,729 119,114 100,639 100,840
Percent Change From 3.45% 5.08% 5.53% -3.29% -2.80%
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2010
2030 Population 116,634 121,484 122,491 93,783 94,771
Percent Change From 1.92% 3.08% 2.76% -6.81% -6.02%
2020
2040 Population 117,323 123,394 123,526 84,526 86,401
Percent Change From 0.43% 1.46% 0.78% -9.87% -8.83%
2030

Source: Texas State Data Center

As Table 2-3 and Figure 2-3 show, all scenarios show positive, although modest growth
except for the 2000-04 and 2000-07 migration scenarios. The decline in population
under the 2000-04 and 2000-07 scenarios is likely the result of a loss in population due
to the closing of several major employers (Levi Straus, R.G. Barry, and Taylor
Publishing) during the early years of the decade. This decline, when carried forward for
35 years results in population loss because the out migration experienced in that time
period continues throughout the projection period.

Reviewing the change in race/ethnicity is helpful in understanding the expected change
in population for a particular forecast. Table 2-4 presents the percent of population by
race/ethnicity for 2000 and for four of the migration scenarios for 2040 (the 2000-04
scenario is not included). The major change under all the scenarios is the decreasing
Anglo population and the increasing Hispanic population. While the 0.0 scenario results
in approximately a 12 percent decrease in the Anglo population and a corresponding 12
percent increase in the Hispanic population, the trend is even greater under the 0.5 and
1.0 projections. This trend is similar to that expected for the state as a whole. In Texas,
Anglo population is expected to decrease from 53 percent in 2000 to 32 percent in 2040
under the 0.5 scenario and decrease to 24 percent in 2040 under the 1.0 scenario.
Additionally, Hispanic population is anticipated to increase from 32 percent in 2000 to
between 52 and 59 percent in 2040 depending on the projection scenario.

Figure 2-3 Population Projections for Tom Green County under Different Migration Scenarios
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Table 2-4 Change in Race Ethnicity for Population Projections 2000 to 2040 for Tom Green County

2040 Projection

2000 Census 0.0 Scenario 0.5 Scenario 1.0 Scenario 2000-07
Scenario

Numbe | Percen | Numbe | Percen | Numbe | Percen | Numbe | Percen | Numbe | Percen
r t r t r t r t r t

White 66,200 | 63.65 60,618 | 51.67 52,101 | 42.23 37,205 | 30.12 29,800 | 34.49
% % % %

Black 4,385 4.22% | 4,843 4.13% | 4,874 3.95% | 5,000 4.05% | 4,032 4.67

Hispani | 31,946 | 30.71 49,989 | 42.60 64,232 | 52.05 75,186 | 60.87 50,576 | 58.64

c % % % %
Other 1,479 1.42% | 1,873 1.60% | 2,187 1.77% | 6,135 4.97% | 1,993 231
Total 104,01 117,32 123,39 123,52 86,401

0 3 4 6

Source: Texas State Data Center

Based on historic patterns and recent trends, it is expected that growth in Tom Green
County and the San Angelo MTP planning area will continue at a slow rate consistent
with that projected under the 0.5 migration scenario and as shown in Table 2-5.

Table 2-5 Projected Population for Tom Green County and the San Angelo MTP Planning Area

Projected Population

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040

Tom Green County 111,404 | 115,022 | 117,729 | 119,776 | 121,484 | 122,732 | 123,394

San Angelo MTP 100,252 | 103,149 | 105,558 | 107,444 | 109,024 | 110,203 | 110,839
Area

Households

Historic and Current Trends in Households and Average Household Size

Table 2-6 shows the number of households and the average household size for Tom
Green County in each census year for the period 1970 through 2000. Figure 2-4
presents a graph of the household size data. As indicated by the data, average
household size decreased steadily from 1970 through 2000 from an average of 3
persons to 2.52 persons per household. This represents a decline of almost 16 percent
in average household size over the 30-year period. This decrease is consistent with the
trend across Texas and the U.S. and is due to a number of factors such as increasing
age before marriage, increased one-parent households, aging population, and
decreasing fertility rates. Despite the continued decrease in average household size,
the rate of the decrease seems to be slowing, and some areas in Texas, in fact, are
beginning to experience leveling or slight increases in the average size of households.

Table 2-6 Number of Households for Tom Green Countyi 1970 to 2000

1970 1980 1990 2000

Number | Avg. [ Number | Avg. [ Number | Avg. | Number | Avg.
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HH Size HH Size HH Size HH Size
Tom
Green 22,608 3.00 30,369 2.67 35,408 2.63 39,503 2.52
County

Source: U.S. Census
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Figure 2-4 Average Household Size for Tom Green County 1970 to 2000
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The TxSDC makes projections of the number of households for counties for the
migration scenarios used in population projections. Table 2-7 provides the expected
number of households for the 0.5 migration scenario for Tom Green County. As
indicated by the projections of households, it is expected that average household size
will continue to decrease if the trend experienced between 1990 and 2000 continues
throughout the planning period. Under the 0.5 scenario, household size will decrease
by aproximately 1 percent between 2000 and 2010. In the years beyond, the
projections indicate a decrease of between 3 and 4 percent per decade.

Table 2-7 Projections of Households and Average Household Size for Tom Green County

| 2000 | 2010 | 2020 | 2030 | 2040
0.5 Migration Scenario
Households 39,503 43,692 47,588 51,184 53,616
Avg. HH Size 2.52 2.44 2.37 2.28 2.21

Source: Texas State Data Center

Although the current projections made by the TxSDC indicate a continued, steady
decline within the county, these projections are based on the trends experienced
between 1990 and 2000 which may or may not continue in the future. At this time it is
not expected that the average household size in Tom Green County will decline to 2.2
persons as indicated under the 0.5 projection of households. As a result, the average
household size was revised and new estimates of the number of households were
developed. The anticipated number of households and average households size for
Tom Green County and the San Angelo planning area are provided in Table 2-8.
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Table 2-8 Estimated Number of Households and Average Household Size for Tom Green County and the San
Angelo Planning Area

Household Projection Data

2010 | 2015 | 2020 | 2025 | 2030 | 2035 | 2040
Tom Green County
No. of 43,682 | 45,704 | 47,563 | 48,709 | 49,723 | 50,556 | 51,139
Households
é}’zgé HH 244 | 240 | 236 | 235 | 233 | 232 | 23
San Angelo Planning Area
No. of 37,794 | 39,040 | 40,112 | 41,075 | 41,932 | 42,558 | 42,978
Households
é;/zgé HH 252 | 251 | 250 | 248 | 247 | 246 | 245

Median Household Income

Historic and Current Trends in Median Household Income

Change in median household income for Tom Green County was compared to that for
the State of Texas for the period 1970 through 2000. Table 2-9 shows the historic
median household income in nominal and constant 2000 dollars. As indicated, the
median household income for the state exceded that of the county during the 30 year
period. In constant dollars the median household income for Texas increased by more
than 16 percent while that in Tom Green County remained flat, in fact decreasing by
slightly more than 1 percent.

Table 2-9 Median Household Income for Tom Green County and Texak 19702000

1970 1980 1990 2000
Nomina | Constan | Nomina | Constan | Nomina | Constan | Nomina | Constan
| t (2000$) | t (2000$) | t (2000$) | t (2000$)
Tom
ggﬁt‘ $7,832 | $34,759 | $16,505 | $34,462 | $25,665 | $33,814 | $34,262 | $34,262
y
Texas | $7,969 | $35,369 | $18,963 | $39,630 | $28,476 | $37,517 | $41,269 | $41,269

Source: U.S. Census

Future Median Household Income Estimates

Projections of income for the 0.5 migration sceanrio were obtained from the TxSDC for Tom
Green County and Texad.hese projections provide the number of households expected to earn
household income within 16 ranges (i.e., under $10,000, $10000D4,99, etc.) for the years

2010 through 2040. These projections were used to determine the estimated median household
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income for each of the forecast years for Texas and for the County. The method the TxSDC
used to project income was to multiply the valuehaf 2000 average annual median household
income for each age and race specific group of householders by the projected number of age and
race specific householders in the future year under the 0.5 scenario. This same average annual
median household incomis applied to the same age, sex, and race/ethnic group for each
projection year. Thus, the projected median household incomes represent those that would be
expected if the income differential that existed in 2000 between the households of the different
age and race groups do not change.

Table 2-10 shows the projected median household income for the 0.5 migration scenario for
Texas and Tom Green County. As indicated, the estimates of future median household income
decline for both TonGreen County as well as the state. Additionally, the median household
income for the county continues to be approximately 20 percent less tHatatthas a whole for

the projection period.

Table 2-10 Projected Median Household Income for Tom Green County and Texds 0.5 Migration Scenario
($2000)

2000 2010 2020 2030 2040
Tom Green $34,262 $32,236 $30,568 $28,868 $28,355
County
Texas $41,269 $38,723 $36,823 $34,885 $33,782

Source: Texas State Data Center

The reason for the projected decline in income is that the existing income differentials between
Anglo, Hispanic, Black, and Other households are projected forward. In addition, since the
number of Hispanic households, which generally have loweome, is increasing and the
number of Anglo households, which generally have higher incomes, is decreasing over the
projection period, the median household income declifedle 2-11 illustrates this and shows

the percentage of households and median household income by race/ethnicity for 2000 through
2040 under the 0.5 migration scenario for Tom Green County. Under this scenario, the
percentage of Aglo households is projected to decrease from approximately 70 percent in 2000
to 45 percent in 2040. During the same period, Hispanic households increase from 24 percent to
almost 48 percent. These changes in race/ethnicity coupled with the differert@isehold
incomes results in a decline of median household income for the Tom Green County area.

Metropolitan Transportation Plan FY 2010 -2035
Page30of 136



Table 2-11 Percentage Households and Median Household Income Projections by Race for Tom Green
County ($2000

2000 2010 2020 2030 2040
Median Median Median Median Median
% HH HH % HH HH % HH HH % HH HH % HH HH
Income Income Income Income Income

Anglo 70.5% | $36,657| 64.0% | $36,390| 57.6% | $35,383| 51.7% | $34,536| 45.8% | $34,597
Black 3.9% $23,009| 4.2% $22,752| 4.3% $22,189| 4.3% $21,705| 4.1% $21,550
Hispanic | 24.3% | $26,970| 30.2% | $26,557| 36.2% | $25,661| 42.1% | $24,654| 48.1% | $24,280
Other 1.3% $27,339| 1.6% $27,330| 1.9% $27,347| 1.9% $27,329| 2.0% $27,334

Source: Texas State Data Center

These trends may or may not continue into the future. However, based on past trends it
is reasonable to assume that median household income in the San Angelo area will
remain flat or decline slightly when viewed in constant dollars. The estimated future
median household income for Tom Green County and the San Angelo planning area is
given in Table 2-12.

Table 2-12 Projected Median Household Income for Tom Green County and the San Angelo Planning Area

Median Household Income
2010 | 2015 | 2020 | 2025 | 2030 | 2035 | 2040

Tom Green County

Nominal

Dollars $41,433 | $44,426 | $47,419 | $50,920 | $54,421 | $60,267 | $66,112
Constant
2000 $32,236 | $31,402 | $30,568 | $29,719 | $28,868 | $30,832 | $30,415
Dollars

San Angelo Planning Area
'\,'DOOTAT? $40,060 | $42,954 | $45,848 | $49,233 | $52.619 | $58,270 | $63,922
Constant
2000 $31,168 | $30,362 | $29,555 | $28,734 | $27,912 | $27,664 | $27,416
Dollars

Employment

Covered employment data from the Texas Workforce Commission (TWC) was obtained for Tom
Green County for use in the analysis of employment trends and projections. Covered
employment data represents the employment for which unemploymenariosuis paid.
Employment data used in travel demand forecasting is aggregated by four employment types;
basic, retail, education, and service. Data for the third quarter for 1990 through 2005 by type of
employment was available from the TWC for Tom Gré&sunty. AsFigure 2-5 illustrates,
employment has generally increased for all types of employment with the exception of basic
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employment. Basic employment increaskdling the last part of the 1990s and then decreased
to the 1990 level by 2005.
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Figure 2-5 Historic Employment by Type for Tom Green County- 1990 through 2000
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Table 2-13 Historic Employment by Ty for Tom Green Countghows the total employment

and the percent of employment by type between 1990 and 2005 for Green County.
Employment in the service industry has experienced the greatest growth ovetydar pgriod,
increasing by more than 28 percent. Service industry employment increased by more than 4,200
jobs, and accounts for almost 45 percent of tetaployment within the county, up from 41
percent in 1990. This growth in service employment is consistent with trends across the state
and the U.S. Retail employment increased by more than 1,100 jobs between 1990 and 2005, but
decreased in terms of thmercentage of total employment (down from 23.6 percent to 22.7
percent). Basic employment increased during the decade of 1990 to 2000 by more than 1,200
jobs, but declined between 2000 and 2005 by over 900 jobs. Basic jobs as a percentage of total
employment also decreased from 27 percent to slightly less than 24 percent. Educational
employment generally increases in response to growth in salgeothildren and growth in
enrollment at local universities and community collegeslowever, gowth in this gctor
increased by less than 1,000 jobs over the 48905 period. As of 2005, educational
employment accounted for 8.5 percent of the total employment in the county.

Table 2-13 Historic Employment by Type for Tom Green County

Employment Percent of Employment
1990 1995 2000 2005 1990 1995 2000 2005
Basic 9,942 | 11,463 | 11,154 | 10,223 | 27.25% | 27.50% 23.87%
Retail 8,630 |9,560 |[10,022 | 9,743 |23.65% | 22.94% | 22.71% | 22.74%

Service 14,969 | 17,183 | 18,867 | 19,204 | 41.02% | 41.23% | 42.75% | 44.83%

Education | 2,947 | 3,470 4,091 |3,667 |8.08% |9.27% |9.27% |8.56%

Total 36,488 | 41,676 | 44,134 | 42,837

Source: Texas Workforce Commission
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Employment Projections

Future employment is dependent on numerous factors syndpakation, labor force, labor force

participation, educational attainment, economic conditions, technology changes to name a few.
It is difficult to foresee, much less to project, many of the factors that affect employment levels,

but reasonable estimateof employment can be made based on populataor force
projections and analysis of past trends.

Table 2-14 shows the population, employment, and the ratio of population to
employment for Tom Green County for 1990 and 2000. As the table shows, the

countydés ratio of employment to popul ati

37.1% to 42.4%. Estimates of employment and population for 2005 show an
employment to population ratio of 41.7 percent, just slightly less than the ratio in 2000.
Based on these ratios, it is expected that the Tom Green County ratio will remain
between 40 and 45 percent for the planning period.

Table 2-14 Population to Employment Ratio for Tom Green County

1990 2000
Population | Employment Ratio Population | Employment Ratio
Tom
Green 98,458 36,488 37.1% 104,010 44,134 42.4%
County

Using the population to employment assumption and past trends with regard to
employment by type, employment projections were developed for Tom Green County
and the San Angelo planning area. These projections are provided in Table 2-15. It is
expected that the trend of basic employment decreasing as a percentage of the total
employment and service employment increasing as a percentage of employment will
continue.

Table 2-15 Estimated Employment by Type for Tom Green County and the San Angelo Planning Area

| 2010 | 2015 | 2020 | 2025 | 2030 | 2035 | 2040
Tom Green County
Basic 10,916 | 11,060 | 11,113 | 11,108 | 11,092 | 11,004 | 10,909
Retail 10,575 | 10,898 | 11,143 | 11,250 | 11,348 | 11,375 | 11,399

Service 21,309 22,445 23,452 24,102 24,750 25,254 25,758

Education | 4,015 4,175 4,306 4,382 4,456 4,504 4,609

Total 46,815 48,578 50,014 50,842 51,646 52,137 52,675
San Angelo Planning Area

Basic 9,964 10,042 10,286 10,446 10,331 10,315 10,233
Retail 9,496 9,729 10,135 10,475 10,462 10,553 10,579

Service 18,717 19,604 20,873 22,045 22,415 23,017 23,486

Education 3,574 3,694 3,882 4,048 4,076 4,144 4,188

Total 41,751 43,069 45,176 47,014 47,284 48,029 48,486
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Chapter 37 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Public Participation Plan

The Public Participation |&n for the San Angelo MPO provides an opportunity for citizens,
groups, agencies, and private providers of transportation to be included in the transportation
planning process. Part of the process includes the ad hoc Citizen Advisory Committee
comprised ofitizens interested in a specific transportation issue such as banatjedestrian

paths. The San Angelo MPO encourages continuing public participation in all aspects of
transportation planning. The purpose of the public participation process ipto-detive and
provide complete information, timely notice, and full public access to key decisions. Efforts are
made to accommodate traditionally underserved citizens includinginfmwmeminority
households and persons with disabilities.

San Angelo MB developed a Public Involvement Policy (PIP), approved by the MPO in March
1994, revised in July 1999, and again in August 2004. The draft amended PIP was out for public
review from August 11, 2004 thru September 28, 2004. The final amended PIP mvabyfor
adopted at the October 8004 MPO meeting.Following the SAFETEALU passage, the PIP

was amended to the Public Participation Plan (PPP) and ensures compliance with the SAFETEA
LU mandates set forth within it.  This updated plan was presented finveraion at the
December 5, 2007 MPO meeting and notice was placed in the San Angelo Standard Times. It
was available for public comment from December 6, 2007 thru January 19, 2008. No comments
were received. The final document was approved at the@ MBeting on January 24, 2008.

The Intent of the Public Participation Plan

San Angel o MPO6s policy is to be proactive 1in
input from the public. The Public Participation Plan (PPP) is the official procedouengnt for

San Angelo MPO, to ensure that the transportation planning prengages and soliciiaput

from the citizens, advisory committees, private transportation providers, agencies, and other
interested parties.

Recognizing the importance of publi par t i ci pati on, San Angel o MP
effort which provides for:

A The public being fully informed about transportation issues throughout the process;

A The public has adequate opportunity to express opinions and concerns about
transporation issues in an orderly manner and appropriate forum; and

A Transportation plans, policies, and decisions have public support.
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The procedures for public participation are intended to allow for orderly public interaction with
the MPO Policy Committee argfaff. Transportation decisions have ldegn consequences on
economic development, quality of life, and future generations of transportation travélkes.

PPP outlines procedures for public participation to ensure the public is informed about
transpotation issues throughout the planning process. It also gives the public adequate
opportunity to express opinions and concerns about transportation issues. P lendoires
transportation plans, policies, and decisions have public input. FP@®lineshe means used

to inform the public through project solicitation, public notice, public review opportunities,
public comment opportunities, and public meetings.

The San Angelo MPO maintains a websiteyw.sanang@empo.org to assist with public
participation Citizens can -enail MPO staff with comments and questions. The website
provides viewable and downloadable versions of all MPO documents, as well as maps of the
MPO area and information on transportationnpiag including street closures due to current
transportation construction projects.

A semtiannual newsletter is distributed to pertinent agencies, organizations, public interest
groups, homeowners, and various other interested parties. The newplett@s information

on upcoming issues affecting the MPO area; the documents currently being reviewed and
approved; and information on future meetings of the MPO.

In addition, the MPO is beginning to utilize the social networking websites including Twitter,
facebook, flickr, and YouTube. The MPO meetings are being live streamed along with
dedicated showings on our City Television Channel Capies of the meetisgare available for

the public.

SAFETEA-LU Planning Factors

The SAFETEALU (Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy
for Users) was signed into law on August 10, 2005. SAFETBArovides funding for project
constructim, transit programs, and planning activities for the-frear period of 2005 to 2009.
SAFETEALU requires the Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) provide for
consideration of projects and strategies that will serve to advance eight (8) transportatio
planning factors:

1) Support Economic Vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global,
competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency.

Both short and long range planning processes and projects support the economic vitality of
the MPO aredy improving transportation infrastructure. Projects such as the Loop 306
project will enhance accessibility and safety to ensure efficient movement of people and
goods. This project also serves as the RorBains route through San Angelo which will
provide for the efficient transportation of goods and services from Mexico, through West
Texas, New Mexico, Colorado, and Oklahoma, and ultimately on into Canada and the
Pacific Northwest.
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The MPO is also in the process of forming a Railroad Coalitiah will improve the
movement of freight along the South Orient/Texas Pacifico line from the San Angelo
Junction to Fort Stockton. This will require coordination up and down the line from cities,
towns, counties, and other entities. It also has the plitystb improve the economic
vitality of the entire West region. The tie to the Paot®lains corridor will make this a

truly multi-jurisdiction economic development project. The Rw@tRlains Trade
Corridor covers more than 2,300 miles, spans fiaaredo Texas to Alberta, Canada,
includes U.S. States, one Canadian province, and into Mexico. The Texas Pacifico line
spans approximately 391 miles and connects from Presidio on the Texas/Mexico border to
Coleman County, and continuing on to connect $nrational railroads in Fort Worth that
branch out into the rest of the States. Tying these two corridors together will provide a
global environment open to all types of business interest and possible improvements to
quality of life throughout the routdaang with improvement to the operation of the system.

2) Increase safety of the transportation system for motorized and nemotorized users.

The safety of the transportation system is one of the high priorities in the MPO area. In the
MPO project selectiorprocess safety and efficiency concerns of the system include
analysis of the accident history, traffic volume, capacity issues, and congestion relief of any
proposed projects.

The MPO received a Safe Routes to School Grant thaenalble and encouragéildren

to walk and bicycle to school; to makteata more appealing transportation alternative; to
improve safety and reduce traffic congestion; and perhaps most importantly to impact the
lives and welbeing of 2,306 students at four elementary schools and one middle school.
This grant will pace sidewks and bicycle lanes around these five schootgrove
crosswaks and signage along the routespyide measures (speed humps, etc.) to slow
traffic flow down in these areagrovide a secure place for bicycles at the schaold

utilize education throug our partnership with the San Angelo Safe Kids Coalition and also
through our Safe Routes to School Plan to encourage and showcase the benefits of walking
and biking to school. On ground construction should begin in 2010. This project will
improve boththe vehicular and pedestrian transportation system.

The MPO worked with regional stakeholders to develop an Intelligent Transportation
System (ITS) Plan whereby consensus on the transportation needs in the region could be
customized and prioritized and identification of the required interfaces neededviepro

the desired level of integration of systems and agencies within the San Angelo region could
be addressed.

The MPOOGs Bicycle Pedestrian Plan further
system by providing a plan to incorporate sidewalks aoycle paths into the system and

allow for nonmotorized access to places of interest. The City of San Anteldlexas
Department of Transportatioandthe MPO are working together to implement this plan as
funding becomes available.
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The MPO is workmng closely with the Concho Valley Transit District (CVTD) on many
plans to improve the public transportation system. Included with this is the new
Multimodal facility which will improve the efficiency of the system with a central hub to
pulse all buses d@wf. In addition, a fixed route study has been completed that evaluated
the existing bus system and listed ways to improve the safety and functionality of the
routes. Another plan is the Regional Transit Plan and the MPO is working with the CVTD
(the responsible agency in our area) towards the goals established as part of that plan.

Under SAFETEAL U, there is a requirement t hat (o
pl anning process be consistent with the TxI
The Statewde and Metropolitan Transportation Pl

that incorporates or summarizes the priorities, goals, countermeasures, or projects in the
SHSP. The MPO fully supports the TxDOT effort in meeting SAFETEA
requirements by idet i f yi ng the Stateods mo s t critica
strategies and countermeasures to reduce deaths and serious injuries. As part of the
MPO6s Project Selection Process that was ad
economic deglopment impact, system preservation, and regional development patterns are
some of the evaluation criteria used for project selection. These criteria look at a variety of
factors that relate to the SHSP including accidents, volume, congestion, antbosndit

addition, the MPO will be working toward a campaign of public awareness along with

ways to reduce serious crash types. As a step toward this, the MPO worked with TxDOT

to install cable median barriers along the recently completed Houston Haresgwvay to

help alleviate headn crashes. In addition, there is a shoulder texturing project located
around Loop 306 and US 67 Freeways completed in 2008. Also, the use of flexible
delineators installed in areas where access management conflictsosereng seems to

have alleviated the number of collision points. This SHSP is an ongoing process and will
necessitate the involvement of public and private safety stakeholders to develop a system to
improve regional safety.

3) Increase security of the tansportation system for motorized and noamotorized users.

The San Angelo Local Emergency Planning Committee has developed plans for addressing
all types of emergencies and security for the area. These plans include disasters caused by
weather and othaneans. Designated hazardous material routes are part of this MTP and are
evaluated as the transportation system grows and expands. The MPO is involved with the
interaction between the bus and roadway systems and possible security issues.

4) Increase theaccessibility and mobility of people and freight.

The MPO is currently in the process edtablishingan Access Management Analysis
Study that will focus on promoting safety and increased mobility on arterial streets and
highways by concentrating on iregs and egress between property and roadways. This
study will be a training tool for the MPO staff to evaluate the safety of the street network
and make adjustments to it for the safety and preservation of the system.
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Il n addition, t h @ 308 praetts argpdesigped ® égrove the flow of
traffic throughout the MPO area. This route will help alleviate congestion on US 87 and
provide an alternative route north and south.

The Bicycle Pedestrian Plan is being utilized to improventiremotorized transportation

needs of the area; along with as discussed above, the bus system, the Safe Routes
projects, ITS projects, and general awareness of the availability of additional means of
transportation.

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

An effective transportation system provides the basis for actigtigsunding places of
interest such as parks, recreational areas, historical sites, shopping locales, and
educational facilities. The MPO has always promoted accessibility to these areas and
will continue to address the needs of the public through thifidation of projects that

will best protect and enhance the environment and improve the quality of life. The Public
Participation Plan has been updated to include various environmental agencies and will
provide the information necessary to include thenthe planning process. The MPO
uses the Geographic Information System Tools which may inciGéegraphic
Information Systemi Screening Tool GIS-ST), and NEPAssist to evaluate
environmental mitigation activities within the lomgnge planning boundanf projects.

The MPO works closely with the City of San
San Angelo Development Corporation along with other private and public entities to
ensure that the local planned growth and economic development pateegansaistent

with the current and future transportation system.

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

The Concho Valley Transit District is working on a Multimodal fagithat will
promote the efficiencies of several modes of transportation into one central hub. This fits
into the MPOOS pl an and has been incorpo
Improvement Program (TIP). The MPO is consistently working with thieoaal to
facilitate the efficient movement of freight through the area. Also, both the airport and the
transit system have a place on the MPO board. This helps with the connectivity of those
systems to the ovall transportation system. In addition, k€O is constantly striving
to improve the nomnotorized transportation system by promotion of the Bicycle
Pedestrian Pl an. This is accomplished thr
Comprehensive Pl an, and an adjegts to fcludefthosEx DOT 6
opportunities for the expansion of that system. Along with visits with various stakeholders
to ensure that the future system is compatible with their needs.

7) Promote efficientsystem management and operation strategies to:
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¢ Improvethe performance of existing transportation facilities to relieve congestion
¢ Maximize the safety and mobility of people and goods

The MPO will continue to evaluate and support projects that help reduce the number and
length of stop delays associated witkhicular traffic. The MPO strives for an efficient
transportation system where the traffic flows successfully and the number of accidents is
mi ni mi zed. The MPO works with the Cityos
to help with the traffic lighsynchronization and also to evaluate the traffic volume data

to ensure that needs are being met. Locations are evaluated to ensure that time delays are
minimized. Projects are evaluated on safety and efficiency concerns for the short and
longrangeplanas per t he MPOO6s PiThe MBQGdcquifeedataont i o n
collision locations and uses this criterion to evaluate projects. The MPO continues to
look for strategies and these factors pdayimportant role in the dag-day planning at

the MPOlevel.

8) Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.

The preservation and the efficient use of the existing transportation system are prime
goals of the MPO. Another goal is to provide the connectivity between existing facilities
to promote more effective systems. This includes as discussed prewiguslyimodal
facilities, Bicycle Pedestrian access, sidewalk connectivity, and working with outside
resource agencies and stakeholders to ensure that their plans and programs &aterconn
with the existing transportation system.

SAFETEALU, in addition to the eight transportatiptanning factors identified above also
provided for an expanded Public Participation Plan. This plan should reflect as appropriate
consultation and coordiriah activities undertaken in consideration of the safety, security, and
environmental planning factors.

SAFETEALU mandates that the metropolitan transportation planning process contain the
following public participation elements:

1.

Include a proactivepublic participation process that provides complete information,
timely public notice, full public access to key decisions, and supports early and
continuing participation of the public in developing plans and meets the requirements and
criteria specifieds follows:

e Provide timely information about transportation issues and processes to citizens,
affected public agencies, representatives of transportation agency employees,
private providers of transportation, other interested parties and segments of the
community affected by transportation plans, programs and projects (including but
not limited to central city and other local jurisdiction concerns)

e Provide reasonable public access to technical and policy information used in the
development of planand gen meetingsvhere matters related to the Fedexia
highway and transit programs are being considered
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e Require adequate public notice of public participation activities and time for
public review and comment at key decision points

e Demonstrate explicitansideration and response to public input received during
the planning and program development processes

e Seek out and consider the needs of those traditionally underserved by existing
transportation systems, including but not limited to -laeome andminority
households

e When significant written and oral comments are received on the draft
transportation plan as a result thie public participation procesa summary,
analysis, and report on the disposition of comments shall be made part of the final
plan

¢ |If the final transportation pladiffers significantly from the one which was made
available for public comment by the MPO and raises new material issues which
interested parties could not reasonably have foreseen from the public participation
efforts,an additional opportunity for public comment on the revised plan shall be
made available

e Public participation processes shall be periodically reviewed by the MPO in terms
of their effectiveness in assuring that the process provides full and open access t
all

e These procedures will be reviewed by the FHWA and the FTA during
certification reviews to assure that full and open access is provided to MPO
decisionmaking processes

e Metropolitan public participation processes shall be coordinated with statewide
public participation processes wherever possible to enhance public consideration
of the issues, plans and programs and reduce redundancies and costs

2. Be consistent with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Title VI assurance
executed by each &e under 23 U.S.C. 324 and 29 U.S.C. 794, which ensure that no
person shall, on the grounds of race, color, sex, national origin, or physical handicap, be
excluded from participation in, be denied benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to
discrimination mder any program receiving Federal assistance from the United States
Department of Transportation.

3. Comply with Presidential Executive Order 12898 Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Lmwome Populations.
Environmental Justice directed federal agencies to develop environmental justice
strategies to help federal agencies address disproportionately high and adverse human
health or environmental effects of their programs on minority and-inoame
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populations. Theorder is also intended to promote nondiscrimination in federal
programs that affect human health and the environment. It aims to provide minority and
low-income ¢ 0 mmu n iadcdsse ® Qublic information and public participation in
matters relating to humahealth and the environment.

The Environment al Protection Agency defir
treatment of people of all races, cultures and income with respect to the development,
implementation and enforcement of environmental laws, a#igals, programs and
policies. o Fair treatment means that no r
a disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences resulting from the
operation of industrial, municipal, and commercial entegs and from the execution of

federal, state, local, and tribal programs and policies.

The Federal Highway Administration identifies three fundamental environmental justice
principles:

e To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adVeusean health
and environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority
populations and lovincome populations.

e To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in
the transportation decisiemakingprocess.

e To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of
benefits by minority and lovincome populations.

4. Comply with the Americans with Disabilities (ADA) Act of 1990 and US DOT
regul ations ATranspowittaht i bins afbarl i ltmaisviodu aM
must be held in ADAcompliant buildings and special accommodations must be made for
those with disabilities to participate in meetings, planning, and programming activities.

5. Consult with entities responsible rfoplanned growth, economic development,
environmental protection, airport operations, freight movement, bicycles, pedestrians, the
disabled community, land use management, natural resources, and historic preservation.

6. Provide for the involvement of traffj ridesharing, parking, transportation safety and
enforcement agencies; commuter rail operators; airport and port authorities; toll
authorities; appropriate private transportation providers, and where appropriate city
officials.

Environmental Consultation

SAFETEALU requires Metropolitan plans to be developed, as appropriate, in
consultation with State and local agencies regarding land use management, natural
resources, environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation. The
consultationshould involve, as appropriate, comparison of available plans, maps,
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or inventories. Also required is a generalized discussion of potential
environmental mitigation activities and potential mitigation areas, including
activities that may have the greatgmtential. These activities may include:
avoiding, minimizing, rectifying, precautionary, abatement, or reducing. The
Table 3-1 illustrates somepotential mitigation activities and potential mitigation
areas for these resources

As part of this process, the MPO has explored parts of theSGI&ata to analyze

those potential impacts gorojects. The data includes Managed La(figure

3-1), Population DensityFigure 3-2), PercentMinority (Figure 3-3), Percent
Agricultural Land (Figure 3-4), Number of Hazardous Waste Faciliti/ggure

3-5), and Ecologically Significant Stream Segme(fggure 3-6). Preliminary
analysis of these areas was conducted and the maps are attached in the following
pages for review. Full analysis will occur when the MPO receaeesss to the
NEPAssist System which is expected within the next few months.

The MPO as stated earlier is committed to fulfilling the environmental
consultation requirements in SAFETHAJ. Towards this goal, the MPO will be
working with the appropriate agencies amhsulting with those individuals and
entities that are impacted by the potential projects. This is part of the expanded
Public Participation Plan and will be helpful in the advance planning of projects.
As part of this process, the MPO staff along whbk GIS staff worked with the

San Angelo State Park on mapping and presentation of trails throughout the park.
This data will be useful to analyze those areas that might be impacted by humans
who utilize the area. In addition, it will be helpful for ememgy assistance in
those areas.
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Table 3-1 Potential Mitigation Strategies

Potential Mitigation Strategies

Potential mitigation activities

Potential mitigation areas

Resource Key applicable requirements for project implementation for project implementation
Neighborhoods and communi- Uniform Relocation Assistance | Impact avoidance or minimiza- Mitigation on-site or in the
ties, and and Real Property Acquisition | fion; context sensifive solutions | general community.
homes and businesses Policy Act at 42 USC 4601 et | for communities (appropriate (Mifigation for homes and
seq. functional and/or esthetic design | businesses is in accord with
features). 43 CFR 24)

Cultural resources

National Historic Preservation
Act at 16 USC 470

Ayoidance, minimization: land-
scaping for historic properties;
preservation in place or excava-
fion for archaeological sites;
Memoranda of Agreement with
the Department of Historic Re-
sources; design exceptions and
variances; environmental com-
pliance monitoring

On-site landscaping of historic
properties, on-site mitigation
of archeological sites; preser-
vation in-place

Parks and recreation areas

Section 4(f) of the U.S. De-
partment of Transportation Act
at 49 USC 303

Avoidance, minimization, mitiga-
fion; design excepfions and
variances; environmental com-
pliance manitaring

On site screening or on-site
replacement of facilifies; in
some cases, replacement of
affected property adjacent to
existing

Wetlands and water resources

Clean Water Act at 33 USC
1251-1376; Rivers and Har-
bors Actat 33 USC 403

Mitigation sequencing require-
ments involving avoidance,
minimization, compensation
(could include preservation,
creation, restoration, in lieu
fees, npanan buffers); design
exceptions and variances; envi-
ronmental compliance monitar-

Based on on-site/off-site and
in-kind/out-of-kind sequencing
requirements; private or pub-
licly operated mitigation banks
used in accordance with per-
mit conditions

ing
Forested and other natural ar- Agricultural and Forest Distnct | Avoidance, minimization; Re- Landscaping within existing
eas Act (Code of VA Sections placement property for apen rights of way; replacement
15.2-4305; 15.2-4307-4309; space easements to be of equal | property for open space ease-

15.2-4313); Open Space Land
Act (Section 10.1-1700-1705,
1800-1804)

fair market value and of equiva-
lent usefulness; design excep-
tions and variances; environ-
mental compliance monitoring

ments to be contiguous with
easement; replacement of
forestry operation within exist-
ing agriculture/forestal distnict

Agricultural areas

Farmland Protection Policy
Actof 1981 at 7 USC 4201-
4208, Agricultural and Forest
District Act (Code of VA Sec-
tions 15.2-4305; 15.2-4307-
4309; 15.2-4313)

Ayoidance, minimization; design
exceptions and variances; envi-
ronmental compliance monitar-

ing

Replacement of agricultural
operation within existing agri-
culture/forestal district

Endangered and threatened
species

Endangered Species Act at 16
USC 1531-1544

Avoidance, minimization; time of
year restrictions; consfruction
sequencing; design exceptions
and variances; species re-
search; species fact sheets;
Memoranda of Agreements for
species management; environ-
mental compliance monitoring

Relocation of species to suit-
able habitat adjacent to pro-
Ject limits

Ambient air quality

Clean Air Act at 42 USC 7401-
7671, and Conformity regula-
tions at 40 CFR 93

Transportation confrol meas-
ures, fransportation emission
reduction measures

Within air quality non-
attainment and maintenance
areas
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Figure 3-1 Managed lands
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Figure 3-2 Population Density
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Figure 3-3 Percent Minority
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Figure 3-5 Hazardous Waste Facilities
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Figure 3-6 Ecologically Significant Stream Segments
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MTP Development Public Participation

As part of this process the MPO has conducted an extensive public participation.prdcess
public meetingwas held on October ,82009to solicit projects for inclusion in the plan. This
meeting was conducted from7630 p.m. and was also streamed via live feed. Announcements
of the meeting werenade available in the Standard Times Newspaper on October 7, 2009 and
October 8, 2009; MPO websjtand onsocial networkingvebsites including Twitter, facebook,
flickr, and YouTube. Project nomination forms and surveys were available at the MPO offices,
Texas Department of Transportation, and via our websit&wali.sanangelompo.orghru
November 6, 2009.We hal meetingswith local unning clubs bicycling clubs community
eventsour local shoppingmall, i onsé c¢cl ubs, AlIl Veterans Counc
Advancement of Colored Peopbmdothervarious groups.The draft MTP was presented at the
October 16, 2009 MPO miéeg and was available for public comment until November 15, 2009
online at our websitand also at th#1PO offices. Documentation othe public participation is
located in the Appendices.

Environmental Justice

In order to accurately ensure thaansportation projects are serving the principles of
environmental justicehe MPO evaluates those areas of our planning boundaries that
house the low to moderate incomes and the minority areas. The MPO strives to:

e avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproparhately high and adverse human
health and environmental effects, including social and economic effects,
on minority populations and lesmcome populations

e ensure the full and fair participation by all potentialpffected
communities in the transportatidecisionmaking process

The following maps illustrate those areas that we try to have better outreach in by either
hosting community meetings, making sure the public is informed through media outlets,
and/or posting notices of the meetings in locatiomm&ied those areas. The MPO also
tries to have active participation by hoimeners associations in thoseas by working

wi t h t hkRnnidgiDivisiod o kelep aware of the development occurring in those
areas.

Figure 3-7 Minority Areas Figure 3-8 Low to Moderate Income

R Minority
’ '? | Areas

SN ’ Low to Moderate ’ @ ‘

g
S Income Areas
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MTP Survey

During the MTP process, thgIPO along with Angelo State University conducted a
transportation survey. The survey was ut|
views on transportation needs, issues, and concerns within our area. More specifically,

the survey was designed to idéntusers, their needs, and their attitudes toward the

quality of existing transportation services. In addition, respondents were asked to
identify transportation problems, prioritize elements to include in the MTP, and identify
acceptable financing mettd® when constructing new highways.

This survey was advertised in the Standard Times Newspaper, distrib@ey Heall 1

MPO office Texas Department of Transportation, anda our website at
www.sanangelompo.orgThe MPOsurveyed the populace several ways. First, it mailed
2000 surveys to a random sample of residents living in Tom Green Couségond,
SAMPO used the World Wide Web (WWW) to survey 75 individuals who asked the
department ti&eep them current on SAMPO initiatives and programs. Almost 55 percent
completed the surveyThird, SAMPO surveyed several groups, during their organization
meetings. Participating groups include numerous Lions Clubs, All Veterans Council, and
the Natonal Association for the Advancement of Colored People. Some groups, that use
the communityds roads and highways when t
bicycle races, also completed surveys.

To enhance the return rate, individuals were encourageckturn their surveys by
October 23, 2009, to be eligible for a drawing for a $50.00 Walmart gift certificate, or a
gift basket. Despite these efforts, only about 10 percent completed and returned surveys.
(The post office returned 50 surveys as unaeéible). However, if you consider the
percentage of WWW completed surveys, the return rate is a little more than 13 percent.

The results of this survey were interesting. The full report can be found in the
Appendices. Following is information regardinigghlights of the survey.

Table 3-2 How did you hear about the survey?

Response Percentage Cumulative Percentage
Mail 53.8 53.8
Metropolitan Planning Org 12.7 66.5
Organization 11.3 77.8
E-Mail 9.8 87.6
Other 12.4 100.0

This tabledescribes how respondents heard about the suritegiearly shows that the
majority heard aboutheir survey through the maib3.8%). It also shows that many
(11.2%) learned about the survey from an organizasaohas the Lions Club and the
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National Association for the Advancement of Colored PeoMany of the respondents
(12.799 heard about the survey from the Metropolitan Planning Organization

Figure 3-9 Usual Mode of Travel
Usual tran -- Which statement(s) best describes how you usually travel?

Freq. %
Bl 1) POV Alone 285 85.8
B 2 Carpool 23 6.9
B 4 Bus 7 21
B 5) Bicycle 7 2.1
B 5 Walk 2 06
B 7) Airplane 1 03
B 8) Other 7 21
TOTAL (N) 332 100.0
Missing 20

It is not surprising that almost 86 percent of the respondents reported that they use their
private vehicles as their usual mode of transportation. Like most Americans, San

Angel ods residents prefer the independence
vehicles. Almost 4 percent of the survepmments addressed this questidimere was

no modal response.

Figure 3-10 Alternative Mode of Transportation
Without -- If you had to go without your vehicle for a month, what would you do?

Freq. %
M 1) Usebus 32 99
BE 2 walk 11 3.4
B 3) Ride bike 54 16.7
B 4) Carpool 74 22.8
[l 5) Borrow car 28 8.6
[l 6) Rentcar 110 34.0
Il 7) Stay home 13 4.0
B s NA 2 06
TOTAL (N) 324 100.0
Missing 28

This figureimplies that respondents would still prefer some independence if they go
without their vehicle for a month. For example, more than 42 percent would rent, or
borrow, a car to satisfy their transportation nee@x percent of the survey gonents
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addressd this question Although there was no modal response, several respondents
indicated that they would use a taxi as alternative transportation.

Table 3-3 Priority of Elements in the MTP

MTP Element 1 2 3 Saoore
RoadMaintenance 513 82 44 639
Add More Sidewalks 117 92 43 252
Add MoreBike Lanes 69 90 35 194
ExpandAirport Services 72 68 34 174
ExpandLocal Transit Service 69 68 35 172
RoadConstruction 45 90 37 172
ProvideNon-stophighway access 39 54 23 116
ExpandRail Services 12 38 30 80
Other 15 8 7 30

Priority levels 1-3 # of Responses Number of respondents that prioritized the element

from one to three.

Score Calculated by summing the following:

Number of respondents considering gement as their first priority * 3
Number of respondents considering the element as their second priority * 2
Number of respondents considering the element as their third priority * 1

Example: Maintain existing roads

First 171*3= 513
Second 41 *2 = 82
Third 44 * 1 = 44
Total: 639

Based on the scores, this table shows that respondents overwhelmingly consider the need
to maintain existing roads (639) to be one of the three most important MTP priorities.
Respondents considered gecond and third most important MTP priorities to be the
construction of new sidewalks (252) and more bicycle lanes (19Wye than 5 percent

of the survey comments addressed this question. Most addressed the need for better
roads and sidewalks.

Table 3-4 Attitude toward Highway Construction Financing Methods

Method #1 #2 #3 Score
POV registration fee 138 160 57 355
Toll 249 62 32 343
Gas tax 168 96 25 289
Sales tax 120 96 34 250
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None 189 8 11 208
Car parts tax 60 50 37 147
Property tax 21 22 24 67
Other 45 6 7 58

Score Calculated by summing the following:

Number of respondents considering the source of funding to be the most acceptable * 3

Number of respondents considering the sourdarading to be the second most

acceptable * 2

Number of respondents considering the source of funding to be the third most acceptable

*1

Example: POV Registration Fee

Most Acceptable 46*3 = 138
Second most Acceptable 80*2= 160
Third mostAcceptable 57*1= 57
Total: 355

Based on the scores, Table 5 shows that most respondents consider a POV registration
fee as the most acceptable way to finance new highway construction (355). Respondents

considered the second and third most aet#etfinancing methods to be the use of toll

charges (343) and increases in gasoline taxes (289).
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Chapter 4 7 MTP METHODOLOGY

Part of the transportation planning process involves making informed predictions concerning
future transportation needs, investigating and assessing alternative methods of financing, and
making recommendations as to which strategy should be pursuediofidhimnge plan contains

an integrated set of policies, strategies, and financial plans to maintain, manage, and improve the
transportation system in the San Angelo MPO region.

Methodology

The financial plan is required by federal regulations to lmalfis constrained. This means that

the requested projects total costs does not exceed that amount which can reasonably be expected
to be made available to the MPO. Starting December 11, 2007, in developing the financial plan,
the MPO shall providereveau and cost esti mates that use an
expenditure doll arso, based on reasonabl e fir
years of the MTP (i.e. beyond the first 10 years) the financial plan may reflect aggregat
ranges/costbands, as long as the future funding sources is reasonably expected to support the
projected items. For illustrative purposes, the financial plan may also include additional projects
that would be included in the adopted MTP if additlaesources beyond those identified in the
financial plan were to become available. For any projected-&ilwt alternative funding
methods should be proposed.

The San Angelo MPO relies primarily on state and federal funding to implement regional
transportation improvements. Considerable statewide needs, coupled with rising costs leave
many transportation projects without the necessary funding for construction. As a result, MPOs
are looking at alternative sources of revenue to meet identified.needs

The process of forecasting funding expenditures for projects is notpeowi. There are many
variables that could affect the analysis. The following methodology attempts to account for
some of those variables.

The methodology for determiningeahiscal constraint figure for planning projects consists of:
e Review historical expenditures
e Compute future expenditure projections
e Determine appropriate bank balance program to utilize
e Compute amount for individual projects

On the historical expenditse, past yearsoé6 spending within th
expenditures were projected basea the historical data and on the Unified Transportation
Programallocation amounts This show the amount to be reasonably expected ffeederal

and State dollars for the forecasted years. Projects were then ranked into appropriate bank
balance programs based on their category. Then projects were evaluated for individual cost
projections. Further information is provided ithe Chapter 1Gection of this document.
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The following requirements determined which projects were eligiblee scored for possible
inclusion in the financially constrained component of tHERVI

1. Proposed projects wil/ brangegaals.s i st ent wi th

2. Proposed projects will have an identified funding source.

3. Proposed projects will have a project implementation timeline and other details
necessary to complete the Project Seleddmtess.

Projects not meeting these requirements will be included in the MTP undercanstrained
needscomponent. This will show those projects that would be included in the adopted MTP if
additional funding becomes available. As the MTP plannimigzn is revised or when new
information is available on projected funding levels, a reevaluation of MTP projects will be
necessary.

Based on addptedrofdet@destion process, there are a numberitefriafor projects
to meet to qualify fomclusion in the MTP:

1. Improve thesafety and efficiencyf the existing major roadway network. This includes
an evaluation of the collision history, traffic volume, capacity issues, and congestion
relief.

2. Evaluate theeconomic development impaaif any new facilities, improvements to

existing facilities, and/or connections between multimodal facilities.

3. Evaluate the project in terms afystem preservationncluding an analysis of the
pavement conditions, bridge conditions, and/or other roadeatufes.

4. Provide new facilities, improve existing facilities, and/or connections between
multimodal facilities that allow foregional development pattaes. This includes a look
at the MPOO0 s riorphized goals and theregional prioritized goals of where our
transportation system needs improvement.

The figures listed under the following sections account for the best possible forecast of available
resources for the San Angelo MPO regand those projects that meet the above outliridse

task of prediting future funding is difficult based on constantly changing transportation needs
and resources of the many different modes of transportation. The MTP incorporates a multi
modal approach to transportation planning and includes not only roadways, dmutaalsit,
airports, train, freight, bikeways, and pedestrian. To simplify analysis, the following chapters
will be devoted to an assessment of the current systems, project listings, and financial plans
devoted to these multhodal approaches.
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Chapter 5 7 ROADWAYS

Introduction

Roadways are the foundation for our transportation system. The development of the interstate
system opened up intrastate commerce and as years passed further allowed for international
trade. On a local level people traverse City streets and-if8tatganed roadways to access
shopping, educational sites, recreational areas, going to and from their jobs, and visiting family
and friends. A roadway network that is maintained and efficient is necessary to further these
opportunities.

Overview

In order to better understand the roadway system, a basic understanding of the following
components is necessatiioroughfare plaandfunctional classifications, roadway management
network, land use, transportation safety issues, and travel demand modeling.

Thoroughfare Plan

The Thoroughfare Plan for San Angetbsplayed inFigure 5-1, serves as a guide for moving
people, goods, and services efficientliyserves thedllowing purposes:
e Identifies the existing and proposed thoroughfare system of freeways, arterials,
collectors and local streets

e Serves as the Citybés gener al pl an for
including planned widening and extension of msads, streets, and public
highways

e Indicates needed rightd-way, general alignments and typical sections for
planned new roadwaygroposed alignments and actual alignments may vary
depending on future development

e Considered in the platting of subdiwss, rightof-way dedication and
construction of major roadways

It also includes functional classifications for the transportation network. Periodic reviews of the
Thoroughfare Plan incorporate changes in local conditions.

Functional Classification

Roals and streets are grouped into functional classes according to the type of service they
are intended to provide in terms of traffic movement and ac@&sshematic illustration

of a functionally classified roadway network as defined by the San Angelo
Comprehensive Plan is shown irable 5-1. This differs somewhat from the Federal
functional classification system shown iRigure 5-2. The Federal functional
classification system uses four basic categories: principal arterial, minor arterial,
collector and local. These are then further broken down depending on the area type.
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Several factors may be considered when determining the appeogdtattional
classification for a given roadway, such as length, traffic volumes,-seat®n, and land
uses served.Funding for the Federalid highway system is still linked to functional
classification thus,it is important that roadways be propeclgssified in order to qualify

for the proper funding.

Figure 5-1 Existing Thoroughfare

Figure 5-2 Functional Classification
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Table 5-1 Functional Classification System

. Freeway/ Major/Minor
Criterion
Expressway Principal Arterial Minor Arterial Collector Local Street

Functional Mobility is primary, Connect Freeways, Collects traffic;

Entirely through Access is secondary; | Principal Arterials and | Connect Arterials to | Access is

Role . . ; o
movement with Connects Freeways | lower classes. Access| Local Streets; also primary; Little
no direct access to | and is land through
property other Arterials secondary access movement

Continuous in spaces|

Roadway between Arterials.

Continuity Connect Freeways an{ Connect Freeways anq ConnectArterials to Discontinuous
Inter-city, regional, | lower classes; Conneq Principal Arterials to | local streets; extend | Connect to
and interstate major activity centers | lower classes across Arterials Collectors
Intended to serve
long trips, including
vehicles entering

Purpose and ) ) o
leaving urban area | Serve trips entering Provide direct
and major and Provide direct access| access to
circulation leaving the urban areg Serve shorter distance| to residential, residential and
within the urban as trips than principal commercial and otherl commercial
area. well as trips within. arterials. land uses. properties

Roadway

Length Usually more than | Usually more than 5 | Usually more than 3 | Varies from about 1/2) Generally less
5 miles long miles long miles long mile to 2 miles than 1 mile long

Traffic

Volumes 40,000 VPD
and greater 20,000 to 60,000 VPD| 5,000 to 30,000 VPD | 1,000 to 15,000 VPD| 100 to 5,000 VPD

Desirable Generally 1/2 to 2

Spacing 2 miles or more miles Generally 1/4 to 1/2 | Varies with block
5 miles or more between between Minor miles between length,min. >125
between Freeways | Principal Arterials Arterials Collectors ft.

Posted Speed | 55 to 65 mph 40 to 55 mph 30 to 45 mph 30 mph or less 20 to 30 mph

Peak Period

Speeds - 30 to 35 mph 20 to 35 mph - -

Interseciwith
Freeways, Intersect with

Access Full or Partial Arterials, Collectors | Freeways, Intersect with
Controlled Access; | and Arterials, Collectors, Intersect with Collectors and
grade separated Local Streets; and Arterials Arterials;
interchanges with | Restricted Local Streets; Limited | and Local Streets; Driveways
service roads driveway access driveway access Driveways permitted | permitted

On-Street

Parking Prohibited Restricted Restricted Generally permitted | Permitted

Intersections should b
designed to limit
Intersections speed

differentials between Higher speed

Grade separated tuLningvehicIes and _differenti_al a/md closer|

intersections other traffic to no intersection/access
more spacing can be used
than 10 to 15 mph than on Arterials

Percent of

Roadway

Network 5 to 10 percent 15 to 25 percent 5 to 10 percent 65 to 80 percent

Percent of

Total Motor

Vehicle

Travel 30 to 40 percent 40 to 60 percent - -

. Define Define and traverse

Community A ) - ;

Relationship ne|ghbonfhood Define nglghborhood nelgthFhood Internal gnd traverses
boundaries boundaries boundaries boundaries Internal

Through

Truck Routes | Yes Yes Permitted No No
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Roadway Management Network

Roadway management network encompasses all programs designed to maintain or improve the

Bikeways No No Limited Yes Yes
Sidewalks No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Houston Harte | U.S. 87 (Bryant _
Expressway Blvd.) Sherwood Way | Trinity Ridge Childress Street
Examples :

street network of San Angelo. The system includes all streets in the San Angelo MPO planning

area, from expressways to local streets.

State and U.S. highways adednels they run

through the planning are&City streetsare up for sealcoat overlays once every eight years. The
Figure5-3 Sealcoat Historghows the breakdown ¢iie areas

Figure 5-3 Sealcoat History
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Sealcoat History Map
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Fund. These areas were prioritized through public concerns, roadway condéarmmh
transportation priorities (séeable5-2).

Table 5-2 Reconstruction Projects

2007 St. Reconstruction Projects
City of San Angelo's Operations Division
Engineers Estimate of Probable Construction Cost

12/11/2006
Roadway Section 2003 Traffic Classification
Avenue N from Bryant Bivd. to Sherwood Way 13323 Major Arterial
Main St. from 9th St. to 26th St. 5950 Major Arterial
Bell St. from Belaire to Old Ballinger Hwy. 10284 Minor Arterial
Edmund Blvd. from Concho River to Howard 8900 Minor Arterial
Pecos St. from Concho River to Howard 8281 Minor Arterial
Beauregard Ave. from Taylor to Sherwood Way 5580 Minor Arterial
Avenue Q From Chadbourne to Bryant Bivd. 5080 Minor Arterial
Glenna Drive from Arden Road to Junius 3835 Minor Arterial
Old Balliinger Highway from North Bell St. to Pruitt 1430 Minor Arterial
Sunset Drive from Knickerbocker Road to rairoad 9820 Major Collector
E. 19th St. from Bryant to Lilie 9010 Major Collector
Howard St. from Pecos to Houston Harte Freeway 6695 Major Collector
Jackson St. from Avenue N to Knickerbocker 5790 Major Collector
Culwell St. from Poe to Buchanan 4650 Major Collector
Southland Bivd. from Knickerbocker to Blue Ridge 3890 Major Collector
Hughes St. from Buchanan to Bell St. 3820 Major Collector
Grand Canal Road from U.S. Hwy. 277 to Country Club Road 3090 Major Collector
Country Club Road from Grand Canal Road to City Limits 2607 Major Collector
Smith Bivd. from Pullium to Houston Harte 2450 Major Collector
E. 14th St. from Chadbourne to Poe 3206 Major Collector, Minor Collector
Garfield from E-W Freeway to Field St. 6210 Minor Collector
Millbrook from College Hills to Forest Tralil 4670 Minor Collector
Grape Creek Rd. from 29th St. to Chadbourne 3900 Minor Collector
Austin St. from Knickerbocker to Ave. N 3380 Minor Collector
MLK from 25th St. to 29th St. 3200 Minor Collector
Bowie St. from 24th St. to 47th St. 3120 Minor Collector
Marx St. from 19th St. to 24th St. 3045 Minor Collector
42nd St. from Coliseum to Armstrong 2090 Minor Collector
Baze St. from Houston Harte to Culwell 1870 Minor Collector
Foster St. from Currier to Jackson 1315 Minor Collector
Red BlIuff Road from Knickerbocker Road to Middle Concho Drive4o Minor Collector
41st St. from Coliseum to Bowie o Minor Collector

State maintained roads in San Angelodisplayed belowFigure5-4). The State currently has

a maintenance agreement with the City. These roads are a good example of the coordination and
cooperation thaexist between the San Angelo MPO, the City of San Angelo, and the local
TxDOT office. Signalization, maintenance, and improvements are a cooperative effort among
these entities.
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Figure 5-4 State Maintained Roads

Le gend
B State Maintained Roads

State Maintained @
Roads o s 4

Land Use

LandUse (shown orrigure5-5)isan i mportant el ement in the MP(
addresses the location, type, scale, and density of land uses throughout the City and its extra
territorial jurisdiction. It aalyzes the current pattern of land use, pointing out issues and
opportunities for transportation planninghe land use plan is intended to generally guide land

use decisions. It is a fAliving document o whi
conditions within San Angelo changelLand use impacts transportation access and circulation
depending on those industries that come into areas adjacent to major thoroughfares and that have
the possibility of generating a significant numbers of tripsncé&the completion of our loop

system (Houston Harte Expressway), San Angelo has seen major development in this area.
Local streets have been expanded to connect to this new system and businesses are flourishing in
this area.
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Figure 5-5 Land Use
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