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1. Executive Summary 

 

This Interstate Access Justification Report (IAJR) is prepared for the proposed improvements 

on Interstate Highway 30 (IH 30) from Monty Stratton Pkwy to East of FM 513 in Hunt County, 

Texas (herein referred to as òProjectó). 

 

The development of the IAJR and requirements for analyses is in accordance with the Texas 

Department of Transportationõs (TxDOT) IAJR Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) policy 

(distributed 4/21/20) , which also includes the two policy points required by the Federal 

Highway Administration (FHWA) as contained in the memorandum òChanges to FHWAõs Policy 

on Access to the Interstate Systemó from FHWA dated May 22, 2017. 

 

Under Existing Conditions, IH 30 has two main lanes in each direction, separated by a grassy 

median and a one-way frontage road between Monty Stratton Pkwy and Division St, non-

continuous two-way frontage roads between Division St and Spur 302, and continuous two-

way frontage roads between Spur 302 and East of FM 513 within the project limits. TxDOT 

Statewide Planning Map (SPM) indicated moderately congested or congested operations on 

IH 30 within the Area of Influence (AOI) for the years 2022 through 2042.  

 

The existing roadway would not be able to provide an acceptable level of service along IH 30 

through the design year (2050). Multiple freeway sections would fail under No Build 

Conditions, causing delays and safety issues on the freeway. The historical crash rate for the 

urban segment of the corridor from the west end to Division St is higher than the statewide 

crash rate in the year 2020 and rural segment of the corridor from Division St to the east end, 

is higher than the statewide crash rate in the years 2018, 2019, and 2021. A high crash rate 

for a long section of the project reflects the need for an alternative roadway design to provide 

safer travel while mitigating congestion issues. 

 

The Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management 

(TDM) strategies to mitigate congestion do not provide the regional mobility improvements 

that an expansion project offers. A review of the North Central Texas Council of Governmentsõ 

(NCTCOG) website (https://www.nctcog.org/trans/manage/its/transportation -systems-

management and https://www.nctcog.org/trans/manage/tdm, accessed on 11/ 9/ 2023) 

indicated that there are no TSM, TDM, or Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) 

improvements planned within the project limits. 

 

The overall goal of the Project is to meet local and regional future travel demands by 

enhancing roadway safety (minimizing the likelihood of crashes) and improving mobility and 

traffic operations (by increasing capacity, relieving congestion, upgrading ramp access, and 

enhancing connectivity) at mainlanes, frontage roads, ramps, and interchanges.  

 

To satisfy the goals of the projects, the proposed improvements include upgrading the facility 

to meet current standards and the addition of a third through lane in each direction to 

maintain a uniform LOS from approximate 0.26 miles (west approach) /approximate 0.21 

miles (east approach) west of Monty Stratton Pkwy to approximate 0.18 miles (west approach) 

/approximate 0.37 miles (east approach) east of SH 24 along the freeway. Non-continuous 

two-way frontage roads are proposed to be converted to continuous one-way operations, and 

intersection configurations are proposed to be modified. The proposed improvements also 

https://www.nctcog.org/trans/manage/its/transportation-systems-management
https://www.nctcog.org/trans/manage/its/transportation-systems-management
https://www.nctcog.org/trans/manage/tdm
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include the construction of additional ramps at CR 3103, CR 4114, and Division St to improve 

access to/from IH 30. 

 

A Methodology and assumptions Technical Memorandum (M&A Memo) was prepared for the 

Project to outline the methodology and assumptions to be used for the technical development 

of the IAJR. The M&A was presented/ discussed and generally agreed upon with TxDOT Design 

Division (DES) and TxDOT Paris District during the virtual meeting on January 20, 2023, and 

with TxDOT DES, TxDOT Paris District and FHWA during the virtual meeting on December 21, 

2023. The concurrence from FHWA was received on April 7, 2024 

 

The traffic operations analyses performed using the Highway Capacity Software (HCS) show 

that mainlane segments and ramps would operate with an acceptable LOS (LOS C or better). 

The proposed improvements will increase freeway capacity, allowing more traffic volumes to 

be served within the Project limits. Synchro results cannot be directly used for comparison 

between the No Build and Build Conditions at intersections since, for the Build Conditions, the 

majority of the intersections are being modified significantly under Build Conditions. The 

intersection analysis results show that the proposed improvements would provide an 

acceptable LOS (LOS D or better for urban section; LOS C or better for rural section) at all 

intersections within the study area. 

 

The safety analysis includes a historic crash analysis and a predictive crash analysis. Historic 

crash analysis was conducted using crash data from January 2018 to December 2022. The 

traffic crash rates for the urban section (from west end to Division St) were lower than the 

statewide average traffic crash rates for all years except for the year 2020. However, the 

traffic crash rates for the rural section (from Division St to east end) were higher than the 

statewide average traffic crash rate in the years 2018, 2019, and 2021. Predictive crash 

analysis shows that the total number of crashes would reduce for IH 30 corridor in the Build 

Conditions for the years 2030 to 2050.  Total predicted fatal crashes on mainlanes and ramps 

are expected to be similar in both the No Build and Build Conditions. Predictive crash analysis 

for frontage road shows that fatal crashes in Build Conditions are expected to decrease during 

the years 2030 to 2050 compared to No Build Conditions based on Texas A&M Transportation 

Institute (TTI)õs Texas Specific Safety Analysis spreadsheets. 

 

The proposed Project is consistent with the local and regional land use and transportation 

plans and no future interchanges are planned within the project limits. The Project is proposed 

to be designed to meet current design standards. As of the date of IAJR, no design exceptions 

are anticipated. 

 

Coordination with the TxDOT Paris District was conducted to assess the requirements for new 

and modified access points and related transportation system improvements. TxDOT involved 

the public in the planning and development of the Project through access to Project 

information and the decision-making processes. The Project will be environmentally cleared 

in Fall 2024 through Categorical Exclusion (CE).  

 

The goals of the Project will be met with the proposed improvements. Mobility, traffic 

operations, and safety at the interchanges and along the mainlanes, ramps, and frontage 

roads will be improved and is expected to be able to accommodate the design year 2050 

traffic demand. TxDOT recommends and requests approval of this IAJR.   
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2. Introduction 

 

a. Background 

 

Interstate Highway 30 (IH 30) is a major east-west corridor in the southern United States and 

part of the Congressional High Priority Corridor 55 between Dallas and Little Rock. Federal 

Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) identify 

IH 30 as a part of the Freight Network. Improvements are proposed by TxDOTõs Paris District 

(PAR) on IH 30 between Monty Stratton Pkwy and East of FM 513 in Hunt County, Texas 

(herein referred to as òProjectó). 

 

The CSJs within Project Limits are shown in Table 1. The proposed corridor reconstruction for 

IH 30 was not included within the financially constrained 2024 UTP, however TxDOT plans to 

submit the project for funding to the 2025 UTP. TxDOT currently plans to receive 

environmental clearance by Fall 2024 and has funding for design, acquiring Right of Way 

(ROW) and relocating utilities to accommodate a letting date in 2028 if additional funding is 

identified. 
 

Table 1. CSJs within Project Limits 

TxDOT CSJ Limits Project Name 
Project 

Description 

Estimated 

Letting Date 

0009-13-194 
West of Monty Stratton 

Pkwy to East of Division St 

IH 30 Widening 

Greenville 
Widen 

mainlanes 

from 4-lane to 

6-lane and 

construct 

interchanges 

Fall 2028 0009-13-195 
East of Division St to  

East of Lamar St 

IH 30 Widening 

East of Greenville 

0009-13-196 
East of Lamar St to  

East of FM 513 

IH 30 Widening 

Campbell 

 

b. Goals of the Project 

 

Hunt County is experiencing rapid growth and the IH 30 corridor is a vital part of the mobility 

in the area. The rapid increase in population and the economic growth of these areas is 

expected to result in worsening traffic operations along the IH 30 corridor. TxDOT Statewide 

Planning Map (SPM) indicated moderately congested operations on IH 30 between Monty 

Stratton Pkwy and East of FM 513 for the year 2022. The models also forecast congested 

operations on IH 30 between SH 34 and SH 24 and moderately congested operations on IH 

30 between Monty Stratton Pkwy and SH 34 and between SH 24 and East of FM 513 by the 

year 2042. 

 

The existing roadway would not be able to provide an acceptable level of service along IH 30 

through the design year (2050). Multiple freeway sections would fail under No Build 

Conditions, causing delays and safety issues on the freeway. The historical crash rate for the 

urban segment of the corridor from the west end to Division St is higher than the statewide 

crash rate in the year 2020 and rural segment of the corridor from Division St to the east end, 

is higher than the statewide crash rate in the years 2018, 2019, and 2021 . A high crash rate 

for a long section of the project reflects the need for an alternative roadway design to provide 

safer travel while mitigating congestion issues. 
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The overall goal of the Project is to meet local and regional future travel demands by 

enhancing roadway safety (minimizing likelihood of crashes) and improving mobility and traffic 

operations (by increasing capacity, relieving congestion, upgrading ramp access, and 

enhancing connectivity) at mainlanes, frontage roads, ramps, and interchanges in accordance 

with the TxDOT 2023-2027 Strategic Plan. 

 

c. Project Location 

 

This Project is located along IH 30 between Monty Stratton Pkwy and East of FM 513 near/at 

the cities of Greenville and Campbell in Hunt County, Texas and is within the North Central 

Texas Council of Governmentsõ (NCTCOG) Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) area. The 

Project extends over a length of 12.43 miles on IH 30. Based on TxDOT SPM, the interchange 

of Lamar St. transits the area types between small urban and rural.  The interchanges along 

the Project include Monty Stratton Pkwy, SH 34, US 69, BUS 69, Division St, Spur 302, Lamar 

St, CR 3103 (proposed), SH 24 and FM 513. SH 34 and Spur 302 provide access to/from IH 

30 for city of Greenville and SH 24 is a major route for city of Campbell to access IH 30. 

 

Figure 1 provides a location map that shows the Projectõs limits. 

 

 
Figure 1. Project Limits 
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3. Considerations and Requirements 

 

The development of the IAJR and requirements for analyses is in accordance with the TxDOT 

IAJR SOP policy (distributed 4/21/2020), which also includes the two policy points required 

by FHWA as contained in the memorandum òChanges to FHWAõs Policy on Access to the 

Interstate Systemó from FHWA dated May 22, 2017. 

 

3.1 Goals of the Project (Policy Points 1 and 2) 

 

Policy Point 1: 

òThe need being addressed by the request cannot be adequately satisfied by existing 

interchanges to the Interstate, and/or local roads and streets in the corridor can neither 

provide the desired access, nor can they be reasonably improved (such as access control 

along surface streets, improving traffic control, modifying ramp terminals and intersections, 

adding turn bays or lengthening storage) to satisfactorily accommodate the design-year traffic 

demands (23 CFR 625.2(a)).ó  

 

Policy Point 2: 

òThe need being addressed by the request cannot be adequately satisfied by reasonable 

transportation system management (such as ramp metering, mass transit, and HOV facilities), 

geometric design, and alternative improvements to the Interstate without the proposed 

change(s) in access (23 CFR 625.2(a)).ó 

 

Hunt County is experiencing rapid growth and the IH 30 corridor is a vital part of the mobility 

in the area. The proposed conversion to one-way frontage roads as well as the added capacity 

of the freeway within the 12.43 mile Project are needed to improve safety and decrease 

congestion between Monty Stratton Pkwy and FM 513. Proposed improvements to 

interchanges within Area of Influence (AOI) would also enhance connectivity. 

 

Mainlane AADTõs are 47,325 in Year 2022 and estimated to increase to 66,255 in Year 2042 

as per TxDOT SPM. IH 30 mainlane and ramp operations, within the AOI were evaluated using 

HCS 2023. For the year 2023 Existing Conditions, the freeway segments within the AOI are 

operating at LOS C or better during both peak hours. However, by the year 2050 No Build 

Conditions, multiple segments operate at LOS D or worse. 

 

3.1.1 Existing Conditions  

 

The existing conditions along IH 30 includes the following: 

 

¶ IH 30 is generally aligned in an east-west direction and crossroads are generally 

aligned in a north-south direction within AOI. To be consistent in IAJR, crossroads 

located north or west of IH 30 are considered as north of IH 30, while crossroads 

located south or east of IH 30 are considered as south of IH 30. 

¶ Four mainlanes (two 12-foot main lanes in each direction with four-foot inside 

shoulders and 10-foot outside shoulders separated by a grassy median), 

¶ One-way frontage roads (two 12-foot lanes with two-foot inside and outside shoulders) 

between Monty Stratton Pkwy and Division St. 

¶ Non-continuous two-way frontage roads between Division St and Spur 302 and 

continuous two-way frontage roads between Spur 302 and FM 513. The typical section 
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of two-way frontage roads are two 12-foot lanes in each direction with two-foot inside 

and outside shoulders. 

¶ No bicycle or pedestrian accommodations, 

 

The following sections summarize the Existing Conditions at each interchange within the AOI: 

 

IH 30 at Monty Stratton Pkwy 

 

¶ Monty Stratton Pkwy is aligned in a north-south direction as an underpass with IH 30 

and forms four-legged stop-controlled intersections with both WBFR and EBFR.  

¶ North of IH 30, Monty Stratton Pkwy is a two-way, two-lane divided road and South of 

IH 30, Monty Stratton Pkwy is a two-way, two-lane undivided road.  

¶ WBFR is a two-way, two-lane undivided road west of Monty Stratton Pkwy and is a one-

way, two-lane road east of Monty Stratton Pkwy  

¶ EBFR is a two-way, two-lane undivided road west of Monty Stratton Pkwy and 

transitions to a one-way, two-lane road east of Monty Stratton Pkwy 

 

Figure 2 shows the Existing Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 and Monty Stratton Pkwy. 

 

 
Figure 2. Existing Conditions ð IH 30 at Monty Stratton Pkwy 

  



 

 
12 

IH 30 at SH 34 

 

¶ This is a diamond interchange with SH 34 is aligned in a north-south direction as 

overpass with IH 30 and forms four-legged signalized intersections with both WBFR 

and EBFR ramps.  

¶ SH 34 is a two-way, four-lane undivided road with a two-way left-turn lane (TWLTL) in 

the middle. 

¶ Both WBFR and EBFR ramps are one-way, two-lane road. 

¶ Both WBFR and EBFR are one-way, one-lane road. 

¶ Kari Ln is a two-way, two-lane undivided road and forms a three-legged signalized 

intersection with SH 34 and is approximately 0.05 miles north of IH 30 WBFR ramp at 

SH 34. 

¶ Traders Rd is a two-way, four-lane undivided road that forms a three-legged signalized 

intersection with SH 34 and is approximately 0.2 miles south of IH 30 EBFR ramp at 

SH 34. 

 

Figure 3 shows the Existing Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 and SH 34 and adjacent 

intersections of SH 34 at Kari Ln and SH 34 at Trader Rd. 

 

 
Figure 3. Existing Conditions ð IH 30 at SH 34 & Adjacent Intersections along SH 34 
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IH 30 at US 69 

 

IH 30 curves in a northeast and southwest direction near US 69. 

 

¶ US 69 is generally aligned in a north-south direction as an overpass with IH 30. 

¶ US 69 forms a four-legged signal-controlled intersection with Priscilla Ln, and then 

Priscilla Ln forms four-legged stop-controlled intersections with US 69 frontage roads.  

¶ US 69 frontage roads form one stop-controlled and one yield-controlled intersections 

with WBFR.  

¶ US 69 forms a four-legged signal-controlled intersection with US 69 frontage roads 

South of IH30. 

¶ US 69 frontage roads forms two three-legged yield-controlled intersections with EBFR.  

¶ North of IH 30, US 69 is a two-way, four-lane divided road and South of IH 30, US 69 

is a two-way, four-lane undivided road with a TWLFL median.  

¶ US 69 frontage roads are a two-way, two-lane undivided road. 

¶ WBFR is a one-way, two-lane road.  

¶ EBFR is a one-way, two-lane road.  

 

Figure 4 shows the Existing Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 at US 69 and adjacent 

intersections of US 69 at Priscilla Ln and US 69 at US 69 frontage roads. 

 

  
Figure 4. Existing Conditions ð IH 30 at US 69 & Adjacent Intersections along US 69 
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IH 30 at BUS 69 

 

IH 30 curves in a northeast and southwest direction near BUS 69. 

 

¶ BUS 69 is aligned in a north-south direction as an overpass with IH 30 and forms four-

legged signal-controlled intersections with both WBFR and EBFR.  

¶ BUS 69 is a two-way, four-lane undivided road with a TWLTL in the middle near the 

intersection. 

¶ Both WBFR and EBFR are one-way, two-lane roads. 

 

Figure 5 shows the Existing Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 at BUS 69. 

 

 
Figure 5. Existing Conditions ð IH 30 at BUS 69  
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IH 30 at Division St 

 

IH 30 curves in a northeast and southwest direction near Division St. 

 

¶ Division St is aligned in a north-south direction as an overpass with IH 30 and forms 

four-legged stop-controlled intersections with both WBFR and EBFR.  

¶ Division St is a two-way, two-lane undivided road.  

¶ WBFR is a two-way, two-lane undivided road east of Division St and is a one-way, two-

lane road west of Division St. 

¶ EBFR is a two-way, two-lane undivided road east of Division St and is a one-way, two-

lane road west of Division St. 

 

Figure 6 shows the Existing Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 at Division St. 

 

 
Figure 6. Existing Conditions ð IH 30 at Division St 
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IH 30 at Spur 302 

 

IH 30 curves in a northeast and southwest direction near Spur 302. 

 

¶ Spur 302 is aligned in a north-south direction as an underpass with IH 30 and forms a 

three-legged stop-controlled intersection with EBFR. 

¶ There are direct connectors to/from Spur 302 on IH 30 westbound approach. 

¶ Spur 302 is a two-way, four-lane divided road north of IH 30 and two-way, two-lane 

undivided near the intersection with EBFR. 

¶ WBFR is a two-way, two-lane undivided road east of Spur 302. There is no WBFR west 

of Spur 302. 

¶ WBFR forms a four-legged stop-controlled intersection with FM 499. 

¶ EBFR is a two-way, two-lane undivided road. 

 

Figure 7 shows the Existing Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 at Spur 302 and the 

adjacent intersection of Spur 302 at FM 499. 

 

 
Figure 7. Existing Conditions ð IH 30 at Spur 302 & Adjacent Intersections along Spur 302 
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IH 30 at Lamar St 

 

¶ Lamar St is aligned in a north-south direction as an overpass with IH 30 and forms 

four-legged stop-controlled intersections with both WBFR and EBFR access roads 

to/from Lamar St. 

¶ WBFR and EBFR access roads to/from Lamar St form stop-controlled intersections 

with WBFR and EBFR.  

¶ Lamar St is a two-way, two-lane undivided road. 

¶ Both WBFR and EBFR are two-way, two-lane undivided roads. 

 

Figure 8 shows the Existing Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 at Lamar St. 

 

 
Figure 8. Existing Conditions ð IH 30 at Lamar St 
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IH 30 at CR 3103 

 

There is no interchange at this location in the Existing Conditions, but a T-interchange is 

proposed in this Project. 

 

¶ CR 3103 is a two-way, two-lane undivided road generally aligned in a north-south 

direction and forms a three-legged stop-controlled intersection with the EBFR.  

¶ Both EBFR and WBFR are two-way, two-lane undivided roads. 

 

Figure 9 shows the Existing Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 at CR 3103. 

 

 
Figure 9. Existing Conditions ð IH 30 at CR 3103 
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IH 30 at SH 24  

 

¶ SH 24 is a two-way, four-lane divided road generally aligned in a north-south direction. 

SH 24 becomes a two-way, two-lane undivided road overpass with IH 30.  

¶ SH 24 southbound forms a four-legged stop-controlled intersection with FM 499 and 

then FM 499 forms a three-legged stop-controlled intersection with the WBFR.  

¶ SH 24 northbound forms a four-legged stop-controlled intersection with CR 4142 and 

then CR 4142 forms a three-legged stop-controlled intersection with the WBFR.  

¶ SH 24 forms a three-legged yield-controlled intersection with approaches to the EBFR. 

¶ There are direct connectors from SH 24 to IH 30 westbound approach and from IH 30 

eastbound approach to SH 24. 

¶ Both WBFR and EBFR are two-way, two-lane undivided roads. 

 

Figure 10 shows the Existing Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 at SH 24. 

 

 
Figure 10. Existing Conditions ð IH 30 at SH 24 
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IH 30 at FM 513 

 

¶ This is a diamond interchange with FM 513 aligned in a north-south direction as 

overpass with IH 30. FM 513 forms a three-legged stop-controlled intersection with 

WBFR access to/from FM 513. 

¶ The WBFR access to/from FM 513 forms a three-legged stop-controlled intersection 

with WBFR. 

¶ FM 513 is aligned in a north-south direction as an overpass with IH 30 and forms three-

legged stop-controlled intersections with EBFR. 

¶ FM 513 is a two-way, two-lane undivided road.  

¶ Both WBFR and EBFR are two-way, two-lane undivided roads. 

 

Figure 11 shows the Existing Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 at FM 513. 

 

 
Figure 11. Existing Conditions ð IH 30 at FM 513 
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The goals of this Project include the following:  

¶ Update the roadway design and ramp design/configurations to current standards for 

Jug handle interchange at IH 30 and US 69 that are substandard in the Existing 

Conditions. Also, vertical clearance at BUS 69 bridge, Spur 302, and Lamar St. bridge 

is less than 16.5õ. 

¶ Revise design speed for ramps at Division St (eastbound entrance), exit and entrance 

ramps between Spur 302 and Lamar St, and frontage road connection to SH 24 direct 

connector which are below standard. 

¶ Upgrade jug handle interchanges at US 69 and Division St.  

¶ Increase mainlanes capacity to decrease density in passenger cars per mile per lane 

(pc/mi/ln) with acceptable LOS (LOS C or better) and accommodate the increase in 

traffic demand.  

¶ Improve operations at intersections with acceptable LOS (LOS D or better for urban 

section; LOS C or better for rural section). 

¶ Add ramps to provide better access to/from IH 30 from crossroads.  

¶ Convert two-way frontage road to one-way operation.  

¶ Provide continuous one-way frontage roads to improve system reliability.  

¶ Improve safety for reducing 5% number of crashes occurring on mainlanes and ramps 

by modifying the corridor design/configurations to current standards. 

 

The overall goal of the Project is to meet local and regional future travel demands by 

enhancing roadway safety (minimizing likelihood of crashes), and improving mobility and 

traffic operations (by increasing capacity, relieving congestion, upgrading ramp access, and 

enhancing connectivity) at mainlanes, frontage roads, ramps, and interchanges. 

 

3.1.2 No Build Conditions  

 

A part of the IH 30 West project AOI overlaps with the IH 30 East project AOI. The IH 30 West 

IAJR was approved by FHWA on September 2, 2022. The AOI for the IH 30 West project 

extends from approximately 1.1 miles west of FM 2642 to approximately 0.4 miles east of 

Monty Stratton Pkwy The following improvements are planned to be constructed in the 

adjacent west project before the opening year (year 2030) for the overlapping AOI section 

between the IH 30 West and IH 30 East Projects: 

 

¶ Widen IH 30 to six mainlanes from FM 2642 to approximately 0.26 miles (west 

approach) /approximate 0.21 miles (east approach) west of Monty Stratton Pkwy. 

¶ Monty Stratton Pkwy. interchange, including reversal of the entrance ramp from and 

exit ramp to Monty Stratton Pkwy. 

 

The improvements listed above from the IH 30 West project will be included in both the No 

Build and the Build alternatives for the IH 30 East project. Except for the improvements on 

the overlapping AOI, other segments of corridor remain unchanged from the existing 

configuration. 
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IH 30 at Monty Stratton Pkwy 

This interchange will be restriped to reflect conversion of two-way frontage roads to one-way 

operations and will be considered as an interchange with X-Ramp configuration. 

 

Westbound 

¶ The existing entrance ramp west of Monty Stratton Pkwy will be reversed.  

¶ WBFR will be a one-way frontage road. 

 

Eastbound 

¶ The existing exit ramp west of Monty Stratton Pkwy will be reversed.  

¶ EBFR will be a one-way frontage road with a turnaround. 

 

Figure 12 shows the No Build Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 and Monty Stratton Pkwy. 

 

 
Figure 12. No Build Conditions ð IH 30 at Monty Stratton Pkwy 
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3.1.3 Consideration of Operational Improvements to Other Roadways 

 

Arterial and intersection improvements were evaluated as part of the regional strategies to 

improve mobility in Hunt County. Deficiencies in the transportation network result in 

operational and safety issues. Due to the presence of numerous Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA) regulated crossings, parallel alternatives were determined to be 

impracticable. The Hunt County Thoroughfare plan accessed on 11/ 9/202 3) has identified 

regional improvements ð short term projects highlighted in Yellow shown in Figure 13 to 

address countywide access. 

(https://www.huntcounty.net/upload/page/8963/docs/HCTP%20Final%20Presentation%2

02022%20PowerPoint.pdf) 

 

 
Figure 13. 2022 Hunt County Thoroughfare Plan 

 

It was determined that the goal of the Project to improve regional mobility along IH 30 could 

not be adequately satisfied with the existing interchanges within the Projectõs limits. Neither 

can local roads and streets provide the desired access, nor can they be reasonably improved 

to accommodate the design year traffic demands on Interstate 30 within the growing Hunt 

County region. 

  

https://www.huntcounty.net/upload/page/8963/docs/HCTP%20Final%20Presentation%202022%20PowerPoint.pdf
https://www.huntcounty.net/upload/page/8963/docs/HCTP%20Final%20Presentation%202022%20PowerPoint.pdf
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3.1.4 Transportation System Management Considerations  

 

Transportation System Management (TSM) alternatives aim at mitigating congestion and 

improve traffic flow, air quality, accessibility, and safety by means of identifying improvements 

to the existing system at a lower construction cost and time as compared to major corridor 

improvements. TSM strategies include Arterial Street Improvements, Traffic Signal 

Improvements, Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Improvements and Transportation 

Systems Management and Operations (TSMO) were evaluated as follows: 

 

Arterial Street Improvements: Arterial Streets provide connectivity to freeways and serve a 

traffic network to connect adjacent urbanized area. Table 2 shows regional improvement in 

the vicinity of the AOI based on the Mobility 2045 Update from NCTCOG. 

 
Table 2. Regional Improvement in the Vicinity of the AOI 

Regionally 

Significant 

Arterials ID 

Hunt County 

Thoroughfare 

Plan ID 

County Facility From To 

Number of 

Lanes 

Year 

2023 

Year 

2045 

1.840.400  C-7 Hunt SH 34 Traders Rd South of CR 3703 2 4 

1.875.250  Not Mentioned Hunt SH 24 CR 4511 SL 178/ Culver St 4 4 

2.260.225  E-1 Hunt FM 1570 SH 34 IH 30 2 4 

2.370.825 

2.370.850 
C-2 Hunt SH 66 

East County 

Line Road 
US 69 2 4 

 

These improvements provide connectivity but cannot distribute anticipated traffic demand 

along IH 30 mainlanes within AOI through the design year. 

 

Traffic Signal Improvements: Proper traffic signal timing at intersections is a low-cost 

methodology but can improve traffic flow along the frontage road and crossroad. Traffic signal 

improvements include updating signal devices, timing optimization, coordination, and 

interconnection. As discussed below, existing signalized intersections were evaluated to 

determine if an acceptable LOS could be achieved without significant changes to the existing 

intersection geometry.  

 

¶ Four signalized intersections along SH 34 would provide an acceptable LOS during the 

design year (2050). As a result, these four intersections along SH 34 were not modified in 

the Build Conditions. 

 

¶ Multiple signalized and unsignalized intersections are present for US 69, with restricted 

turn movements causing delays for vehicles that would have to re-route through multiple 

intersections. For example, vehicle from IH 30 EBFR would have to first turn right onto US 

69 FR and then take a left turn on US 69 back towards the city of Greenville. This causes 

more delays that is not captured by intersection delay. In coordination with TxDOT, multiple 

intersections were combined into a single-point urban interchange (SPUI), which allows all 

movements to occur at the interchange, eliminating the lengthy detours. 
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ITS Improvements: ITS improvements attempt to reduce the traffic congestion caused by 

traffic incidents such as crashes, stalled vehicles, construction, and emergencies. Various 

components of ITS include Communication Systems, Advanced Traffic Management Systems, 

Advanced Traveller Information Systems, and an Advanced Public Transportation System. 

Elements of these components include incident detection and response technologies, such 

as traffic sensors, closed circuit TV cameras, and dynamic message signs. There are no stand-

alone ITS projects along this IH 30 corridor in ITS strategic deployment plan project listing 

(dated 06/20 23) conducted by NCTCOG. 

 

The TSM alternative would improve arterial network adjacent to IH 30 AOI; however, TSM will 

not provide regional mobility improvements that an expansion project offers.  

 

According to TxDOT Paris District TSMO plan dated 08/2021 , this IH 30 improvement project 

is listed as a part of strategic priority (category 12) to focus over the next 10 years. This IH 30 

project includes widening, reconstructing overpasses, converting the two-way frontage roads 

to one-way frontage roads, and providing better cross street connectivity which will improve 

the overall corridor traffic operations and safety. 

 

3.1.5 Transportation Demand Management Considerations  

 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies aim at reducing traffic congestion, 

improving air quality, and improving the efficiency of the regional roadways. Some of 

transportation alternatives prioritized by TDM programs include carpooling, transit, flexible 

work-hour scheduling, and other active traveling methods. By decreasing the number of single 

occupancy vehicles on the roadway, it is possible to lessen the travel demand on the 

transportation system.  

 

These transportation alternatives might alleviate congestion within urban areas but may not 

provide improvements to the IH 30 regional travel needs within the AOI. A review of the 

NCTCOGõs website (https://www.nctcog.org/trans/manage/tdm, accessed on 11/ 9/202 3) 

shows that the TDM strategies such as Transit, Regional Park-and-Ride Facilities or Regional 

Vanpool Program are not planned for areas within the AOI. Considering the rural nature of the 

area and the specifics of the Project, TDM strategies are not expected to have an impact on 

the travel behavior of road users.  

 

  

https://www.nctcog.org/trans/manage/tdm


 

 
26 

3.1.6 Summary of Build Alternative  

 

From the previous sections, it has been shown that the Project goals cannot be adequately 

satisfied without improving IH 30 facilities. Neither can local roads and streets provide desired 

access, nor can they be reasonably improved (with modifications to access control, improved 

traffic control, modifications to crossroad intersections, etc.) to satisfactorily accommodate 

the design year traffic demands. Additionally, the Project goals cannot be adequately satisfied 

by integrating TSM and/or TDM strategies. However, the results of the detailed analysis in 

Section 3.2 indicates that the proposed improvements to the Project can satisfy the Projectõs 

goals.  

 

The proposed improvements include:  

¶ Upgrade the facility to meet the current design standards. 

¶ Widen IH 30 to six mainlanes (three 12-foot mainlanes in each direction with 10-foot 

inside and outside shoulders as well as 4-foot concrete traffic barrier median divider 

for the segment with six mainlanes) from approximately 0.26 miles (west approach) 

/approximate 0.21 miles (east approach) west of Monty Stratton Pkwy to 

approximately 0.18 miles (west approach) /approximate 0.37 miles (east approach) 

east of SH 24. 

¶ Convert two-way frontage road operations to continuous one-way operations (two 12-

foot lanes with 4-foot inside shoulder and 10-foot outside shoulders. 

¶ Provide a 10-foot shared use path (SUP) outside of frontage road through the City of 

Greenville, from Monty Stratton Pkwy to Division St. 

¶ New westbound entrance ramps at Division St and CR 4114 to improve access to IH 

30. 

¶ New ramps at proposed CR 3103 to improve access to/from IH 30. 

¶ Design speed of 70 mph for mainlanes, 60 mph for ramps and frontage roads in the 

rural area, 50 mph for ramps in the urban area, 40 mph for frontage roads in the urban 

area, 35 mph for local streets, 30 mph for frontage road bypass and 15 mph for 

turnarounds. 

¶ Revise intersection configurations (number of lanes, intersection type). 

¶ Flip stack of the interchanges at BUS 69 and SH 24. 

¶ Construct a new interchange at CR 3103. 

 

Refer to line diagrams from Figure 29 to Figure 31 showing the comparison of Ramp Access 

for the Existing Conditions vs. No Build Conditions vs. Build Conditions. These improvements 

are shown in the schematic, developed by LTRA, Inc. (January 2024) and is included in 

Appendix A. 

 

The proposed changes to the interchanges are as follows:  
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IH 30 at Monty Stratton Pkwy 

 

This interchange was built in IH 30 West Project and there are proposed changes on IH 30 

mainlanes and ramps only. 

 

Westbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane. 

¶ The existing entrance ramp east of Monty Stratton Pkwy will be shifted to east of its 

current location. 

 

Eastbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane. 

¶ The existing exit ramp east of Monty Stratton Pkwy will be shifted to west of its current 

location. 

 

Figure 14 shows the Build Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 and Monty Stratton Pkwy. 

 

 
Figure 14. Build Conditions ð IH 30 at Monty Stratton Pkwy 
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IH 30 at SH 34 

 

Westbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane. 

¶ The exit ramp under SH 34 will be shifted to east of its current location. 

¶ The existing exit ramp east of SH 34 will be reversed.  

 

Eastbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane. 

¶ The existing entrance ramp east of SH 34 will be reversed.  

¶ EBFR will be realigned closer to IH 30 mainlanes. 

 

Figure 15 shows the Build Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 and SH 34. 

 

 
Figure 15. Build Conditions ð IH 30 at SH 34 
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IH 30 at US 69 

 

Frontage road ramps will be provided for both directions and this interchange will be 

reconstructed as the single point interchange with frontage road ramps. Frontage roads will 

allow vehicles to pass the interchange unimpeded. Roy Warren Pkwy will be modified to 

connect to US 69 directly. 

 

Westbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane. 

¶ The existing entrance ramp west of US 69 will be reversed.  

¶ WBFR ramp will be a one-lane, one-way road with a right-turn bay to access US 69. 

 

Eastbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane. 

¶ The existing exit ramp west of US 69 will be reversed.  

¶ EBFR ramp will be a one-lane, one-way road with a turnaround and a right-turn bay to 

access US 69. 

¶ Intersections of EBFR at US 69 frontage roads will be removed. 

 

Figure 16 shows the Build Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 and US 69. 

 

 
Figure 16. Build Conditions ð IH 30 at US 69 
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IH 30 at BUS 69 

 

This interchange will be reconstructed and flipped; BUS 69 will be aligned in a north-south 

direction as underpass with IH 30. The distance between two intersections is shortened.  

 

Westbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane. 

¶ The existing entrance ramp west of BUS 69 will be removed.  

¶ The existing exit ramp east of BUS 69 will be reversed. 

¶ WBFR will have a turnaround and a right-turn bay to access BUS 69. 

 

Eastbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane. 

¶ The existing entrance ramp east of BUS 69 will be reversed. 

¶ EBFR will have a right-turn bay to access BUS 69. 

 

Figure 17 shows the Build Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 and BUS 69. 

 

 
Figure 17. Build Conditions ð IH 30 at BUS 69 
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IH 30 at Division St 

 

Frontage road ramps will be provided for both directions and the interchange are 

reconstructed such that Division St will intersect with frontage road ramps and form two four-

legged intersections. Frontage roads will allow vehicles to pass the interchange unimpeded. 

 

Westbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane. 

¶ The exit ramp west of Division St will be added. 

¶ The existing exit ramp east of Division St will be removed.  

¶ WBFR ramp will be a one-lane, one-way road and will intersect Division St closer to IH 

30 mainlanes. 

¶ WBFR will be a one-way frontage road. 

 

Eastbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane. 

¶ The existing exit ramp west of Division St will be reversed. 

¶ The existing entrance ramp east of Division St will be removed.  

¶ EBFR ramp will be a one-lane, one-way road and will intersect Division St closer to IH 

30 mainlanes. 

¶ EBFR will be a one-way frontage road. 

 

Figure 18 shows the Build Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 and Division St. 

  

 
Figure 18. Build Conditions ð IH 30 at Division St 
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IH 30 at Spur 302 

 

This interchange will be reconstructed with continuous frontage roads, which will be 

constructed for both directions and will be converted to one-way operation from existing two-

way frontage roads. Spur 302 will form a four-legged intersection with WBFR and a three-

legged unsignalized intersection with EBFR. The configuration of Spur 302 at FM 499 will be 

modified. Turnarounds will be provided for both directions. 

 

Westbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane. 

¶ The existing entrance direct connector west of Spur 302 will be modified and connect 

to the proposed WBFR. 

¶ The existing exit direct connector east of Spur 302 will be removed.  

¶ The existing entrance ramp east of Spur 302 will be relocated to west of its current 

location. 

¶ WBFR will have a right-turn bay to access Spur 302. 

 

Eastbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane. 

¶ The existing exit ramp west of Spur 302 will be relocated to west of its current location. 

¶ The existing exit ramp east of Spur 302 will be relocated to west of its current location. 

 

Figure 19 shows the Build Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 and Spur 302 and the 

intersection of Spur 302 at FM 499. 

 

   
Figure 19. Build Conditions ð IH 30 at Spur 302  
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IH 30 at Lamar St 

 

This interchange will be reconstructed to an interchange with X-Ramp configuration. Frontage 

roads will be converted to one-way operation from existing two-way frontage roads for both 

directions. 

 

Westbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane. 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will have a weaving section with an auxiliary lane. 

¶ The existing exit ramp west of Lamar St will be relocated to east of its current location. 

¶ The existing exit ramp east of Lamar St will be reversed. 

 

Eastbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane. 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will have a weaving section with an auxiliary lane. 

¶ The existing entrance ramp west of Lamar St will be relocated to east of its current 

location. 

¶ The existing entrance ramp east of Lamar St will be reversed. 

 

Figure 20 shows the Build Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 and Lamar St. 

 

 
Figure 20. Build Conditions ð IH 30 at Lamar St
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IH 30 at CR 3103 

 

A T-interchange with X-Ramp configuration is proposed at this location. Frontage roads will be converted to one-way operation from 

existing two-way frontage roads for both directions. CR 3103 will be aligned in a north-south direction as underpass with IH 30 and 

form a three legged unsignalized intersection with WBFR and four-legged unsignalized intersection with EBFR. Turnarounds will be 

provided for both directions. 

 

Westbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane. 

¶ The exit ramp west of CR 3103 will be added. 

¶ The entrance ramp east of CR 3103 will be added. 

 

Eastbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane. 

¶ The entrance ramp west of CR 3103 will be added. 

¶ The exit ramp east of CR 3103 will be added. 

 

Figure 21 shows the Build Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 and CR 3103. 

 

 
Figure 21. Build Conditions ð IH 30 at CR 310 
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IH 30 at SH 24 

 

This interchange will be reconstructed to a T-interchange with X-Ramp configuration and flipped; SH 24 will be aligned in a north-south 

direction as underpass with IH 30. Continuous frontage roads will be constructed for both directions and will be converted to one-way 

operation from existing two-way frontage roads. SH 24 will form a four-legged unsignalized intersection with WBFR and three legged 

unsignalized intersection with EBFR. Turnarounds will be provided for both directions. 

 

Westbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane with lane additional from the proposed entrance 

ramp east of SH 24. 

¶ The existing entrance direct connector west of SH 24 will be reversed and modified to connect to the WBFR. 

¶ The existing exit ramp east of SH 24 will be reversed.  

¶ WBFR will have a right-turn bay to access SH 24. 

 

Eastbound 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes will be widened to accommodate an additional thru lane with lane drop from the proposed exit ramp east of 

SH 24. 

¶ The existing exit direct connector west of SH 24 will be reversed and modified to connect to the EBFR. 

¶ The existing entrance ramp east of SH 24 will be reversed. 

 

Figure 22 shows the Build Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 and SH 24. 

 

 
Figure 22. Build Conditions ð IH 30 at SH 24 
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IH 30 at FM 513 

 

This interchange will be reconstructed to reflect transition of one-way frontage roads to two-way operations at east of the interchange. 

Frontage roads west of FM 513 will be converted to one-way operation from existing two-way frontage roads for both directions. 

 

Westbound 

¶ The existing entrance ramp west of FM 513 will be relocated to west of its current location. 

¶ The exit ramp west of FM 513 will be added. 

 

Eastbound 

¶ The existing exit ramp west of FM 513 will be reversed. 

¶ The additional lane for westbound approach forms a four-legged intersection with EBFR and FM 513. 

 

Figure 23 shows the Build Conditions at the interchange of IH 30 and FM 513. 

 

   
Figure 23. Build Conditions ð IH 30 at FM 513
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Summary of No Build Conditions versus Build Conditions is shown in Table 3. 

 
Table 3. Summary of No Build Conditions versus Build Conditions 

No Build Conditions Build Conditions Applicable Limits (Based on Build Conditions) 

IH 30 Corridor 

- 
Upgrade the facility to meet 

the current design standards 

Approximately from about 0.36 miles west of 

Monty Stratton Pkwy to about 0.03 miles east of 

FM 513  
Mainlanes 

Four mainlanes  Six mainlanes  

1. Westbound: Approximately from about 0.26 

miles west of Monty Stratton Pkwy to 

about 0.18 miles east of SH 24 

 

2. Eastbound: Approximately from about 0.21 

miles west of Monty Stratton Pkwy to 

about 0.37 miles east of SH 24 

Frontage Roads 

Two-way frontage roads 
Converting two-way frontage 

roads to one-way operations 
From Division St to FM 513 

- Addition of frontage roads  

1. Westbound: Approximately from about 0.25 

miles east of Division St to Spur 302 

 

2. Eastbound: Approximately from about 0.38 

miles east of Division St to about 0.14 miles west 

of Spur 302 

- 
Modification to continuous 

frontage roads 

Westbound:  

1) Approximately from Spur 302 to 0.27 

miles east of Spur 302 

2) Approximately from about 0.21 miles 

west of SH 24 to about 0.08 miles east of 

SH 24 

- Addition of auxiliary lane 

1. Westbound:  

1) From entrance ramp from SH 34 to exit 

ramp to Monty Stratton Pkwy, 

2) From entrance ramp from US 69 to exit 

ramp to SH 34, 

3) From entrance ramp from Division St to 

exit ramp to BUS 69, 

4) From entrance ramp from Lamar St to 

exit ramp to Spur 302, 

5) From entrance ramp from CR 4114 to 

exit ramp to SH 24  

 

2. Eastbound:  

1) From exit ramp to US 69 to entrance 

ramp from SH 34, 

2) From exit ramp to Division St to entrance 

ramp from BUS 69, 

3) From exit ramp to Lamar St to entrance 

ramp from Spur 302, 
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4) From exit ramp to CR 3103 to entrance 

ramp from Lamar St 

 

Ramps 

- Revision of ramps 

1. Westbound: 

1) Entrance ramp from US 69,  

2) Exit ramp to SH 34,  

3) Entrance ramp from Division St, 

4) Entrance from CR 3103, 

5) Exit ramp to CR 3103 

6) Entrance ramp from CR 4114 

 

2. Eastbound: 

1) Exit ramp to US 69, 

2) Entrance ramp from SH 34, 

3) Exit ramp to Division St, 

4) Entrance ramp from BUS 69 

5) Exit ramp to CR 3103, 

6) Entrance ramp from CR 3103, 

7) Exit ramp to FM 513, 

8) Entrance ramp from SH 24 

- Addition of ramps 

1. Westbound: 

1) Exit ramp to BUS 69 

2) Exit ramp to SH 24 

 

2. Four new ramps to access IH 30 to/from 

proposed interchange with X-Ramp configuration 

CR 3103 

- 
Removal of ramps (based on 

No Build Conditions) 

1. Westbound: 

1) Entrance ramp from BUS 69, 

2) Exit ramp to Division St, 

3) Exit direct connector to Spur 302 

 

2. Eastbound: Entrance ramp from Division St 

- 
Modify direct connector and 

connect to frontage roads 

1. Westbound: 

1) Entrance ramp from Spur 302, 

2) Exit ramp to CR 3103 

 

2. Eastbound: Entrance from CR 3130 

Interchanges 

- 
Addition of frontage roads 

ramps 

Both approaches at the interchanges: US 69 and 

Division St 

- 
Modify the interchange 

configuration 
US 69, Division St, Spur 302, SH 24 

- 
Reconstruct to an interchange 

with X-Ramp configuration 
CR 3103 

No turnarounds/U-turns 
Addition of turnarounds/U-

turns 

1. Both sides of interchange: Spur 302, CR 3103 

and SH 24 

 

2. West side of interchange: US 69 

 

3. East side of interchange: BUS 69 
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3.2 Operational and Safety Analysis (Policy Point 3) 

 

Policy Point 3: 

òAn operational and safety analysis has concluded that the proposed change in access does 

not have a significant adverse impact on the safety and operation of the Interstate facility 

(which includes mainline lanes, existing, new, or modified ramps, and ramp intersections with 

crossroad) or on the local street network based on both the current and the planned future 

traffic projections. The analysis should, particularly in urbanized areas, include at least the 

first adjacent existing or proposed interchange on either side of the proposed change in 

access (Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), paragraphs 625.2(a), 655.603(d) and 

771.111(0). The crossroads and the local street network, to at least the first major 

intersection on either side of the proposed change in access, should be included in this 

analysis to the extent necessary to fully evaluate the safety and operational impacts that the 

proposed change in access and other transportation Improvements may have on the local 

street network (23 CFR 625.2(a) and 655.603(d)). Requests for a proposed change in access 

should include a description and assessment of the Impacts and ability of the proposed 

changes to safely and efficiently collect, distribute, and accommodate traffic on the Interstate 

facility, ramps, intersection of ramps with crossroad, and local street network (23 CFR 

625.2(a) and 655.603(d)). Each request should also include a conceptual plan of the type 

and location of the signs proposed to support each design alternative (23 U.S.C. 109(d) and 

23 CFR 655.603(d)).ó 

 

Methodology and Assumptions (M&A) 

 

The following are included in the IAJR M&A Memo (included in Appendix B) and were based 

on multiple discussions during a virtual coordination meeting with TxDOT Design Division 

(DES) and TxDOT Paris District on January 20, 2023, and with TxDOT DES, TxDOT Paris District 

and FHWA on December 21, 2023 (the relevant coordination documents are included in 

Appendix H). The concurrence from FHWA was received on April 7, 2024:   

 

¶ AOI 

¶ Analysis years 

¶ Data collection (historical crash data, TP&P data) 

¶ Traffic forecasting method 

¶ Traffic operations analysis methodology (Capacity analysis) 

¶ Safety analysis methodology (Historical and predictive crash analysis) 

 

AOI 

 

The AOI captures the safety and operational impacts of this Project. TxDOT IAJR SOP to 

determine AOI are as follows: òIn urban areas, the area of influence for IAJRs should include 

at least the first adjacent interchange on either side of the proposed access change. In rural 

areas, where interchanges are far apart and the proposed access is isolated, extension to 

adjacent interchanges may not be necessaryó. These are as follows: 

 

¶ The west end:  

o There is no planned proposed change at Monty Stratton Pkwy in this Project.  

o The proposed change in access limit is east of Monty Stratton Pkwy.  
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o Monty Stratton Pkwy is the nearest interchange after the proposed access 

changes. 

o Monty Stratton Pkwy and its four ramps are included in AOI, which will capture 

the changes in traffic operating conditions because of the proposed access 

changes. 

o The interchange of FM 1570 is approximately 1.85 miles west of the project 

limit. This interchange will not be expected to be impacted by the proposed 

project and so the FM 1570 interchange is not included in the AOI. 

 

¶ The east end: 

o The proposed change in access limit is west of FM 513 (north of IH 30).  

o FM 513 is the nearest interchange after the proposed access changes. 

o FM 513 and its four ramps are included in AOI, which will capture the changes 

in traffic operations because of the proposed access changes.  

o The interchange of FM 275 is approximately 6.42 miles east of the project limit. 

This interchange will not be expected to be impacted by the proposed project 

and so the FM 275 interchange is not included in the AOI.  

 

AOI limits along the Mainlanes: IH 30 from approximately 1.6 miles west of Monty Stratton 

Pkwy. to approximately 1.72 miles east of FM 513 

 

A thorough review of all crossroads and its adjacent intersections were performed to 

determine the scope of analysis along the crossroads considering the following factors: 

 

¶ Access change and/or other transportation improvements proposed at this location. 

¶ Both crossroads and intersecting roads should have functional classification defined. 

¶ Signalized intersections that lie along the crossroads within 0.5 miles from the 

frontage roads. 

¶ Unsignalized intersections that lie along the crossroads within 0.25 miles from the 

frontage roads.  

¶ Unsignalized intersections at crossroads should have an entering annual average 

daily traffic (AADT) of at least 1,000 during the year 2022. 

 

Table 4 and Table 5 show the data considered and evaluated to identify the crossroads to be 

considered within the AOI. 
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Table 4. Crossroads Within the AOI 

 
 

Table 5. Crossroads Adjacent Intersections Review 

 
Notes: 

1. Assumed LAGR 2.00% (same as west Project) 

2. FHWA IAJR Guidance: https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/design/interstate/170522.cfm  

3. Roadway functional classification and AADT presented here is obtained from: 

TCDS: TxDOT Traffic Count Database System 

SPM: TxDOT Statewide Planning Map 

 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/design/interstate/170522.cfm
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Major intersections, interchanges to be included in the AOI are as follows:  

1. IH 30 at Monty Stratton Pkwy 

2. IH 30 at SH 34 

3. IH 30 at US 69 

4. IH 30 at BUS 69 

5. IH 30 at Division St 

6. IH 30 at Spur 302 

7. IH 30 at Lamar St 

8. IH 30 at CR 3103 (Proposed) 

9. IH 30 at SH 24 

10. IH 30 at FM 513 

 

Additional intersections within AOI: 

1. SH 34 at Kari Ln 

2. SH 34 at Traders Rd 

3. US 69 at Priscilla Ln 

4. Priscilla Ln at IH 30 Frontage Rd (West of US 69) 

5. Priscilla Ln at IH 30 Frontage Rd (East of US 69) 

6. US 69 Frontage Rd at US 69 

7. Spur 302 at FM 499 

8. FM 499 at IH 30 Frontage Rd (East of Spur 302) 

9. Lamar St at IH 30 Frontage Rd Access Rd (North of IH 30) 

10. Lamar St at IH 30 Frontage Rd Access Rd (South of IH 30) 

11. SH 24 at FM 499/CR 4112 

12. FM 499 at IH 30 Frontage Rd (West of SH 24) 

13. CR 4112 at IH 30 Frontage Rd (East of SH 24) 

14. FM 513 at IH 30 Frontage Rd Access Rd (North of IH 30) 

 

 



 

 

 

 
43 

The process of identifying the AOI is detailed in the M&A Memo. Figure 24 through Figure 28 outline the AOI (from the M&A Memo). 

 

 
Figure 24. AOI Map (1 of 5) 
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Figure 25. AOI Map (2 of 5) 
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Figure 26. AOI Map (3 of 5) 
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Figure 27. AOI Map (4 of 5) 
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Figure 28. AOI Map (5 of 5) 

 

Analysis Years is described in a. Alternatives in Section 3.2.1. 
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Data Collection 

 

Data collected sources, and dates collected for geometry, traffic control, traffic volumes, travel 

speeds and crash data are shown in Table 6. This data was collected for all locations within 

the AOI.  

 
Table 6. Data Elements 

Data Element Source Date Collected 

Geometry 

Basic lanes/layout Publicly available online imagery July 26, 2022 

Lane and shoulder widths Publicly available online imagery July 26, 2022 

Acceleration/deceleration/ 

turn-lane storage lengths 
Publicly available online imagery July 26, 2022 

Alternative geometry Schematics layouts May 8, 2023 

Traffic Control 

Control type Publicly available online imagery July 26, 2022 

Signal phasing/timing TxDOT Paris District July 13, 2023 

Signal detection TxDOT Paris District July 13, 2023 

Traffic Volumes 

Intersection turning 

movement volumes 
2-day turning movement counts June 21, 2023 

Segment (mainlanes, 

ramps and bypass) 

volumes 

7-day automatic traffic recorder counts June 27, 2023 

Classification/fleet 

composition 

2-day turning movement counts/ 

7-day automatic traffic recorder counts 

June 21, 2023/June 27, 

2023  

Future-year traffic forecasts 

TxDOT TP&P/ Texas Population 

Projections Program/ North Central 

Texas Council of Governments 

(NCTCOG) 

TxDOT TP&P: January 23, 

2023  

Texas Population Projections 

Program: July 10, 2023 

NCTCOG: September 15, 

2023  

Travel Speeds 

Freeway mainlane speed Posted speed July 26, 2022 

Ramp speed Posted advisory speed July 26, 2022 

Arterial Posted speed July 26, 2022 

Crash Data 

Historical crash data 

(Years 2018 through 2022) 

TxDOT Crash Records Information 

System (CRIS) and verified by Traffic 

Safety Division 

July 19, 2023 

Statewide comparable 

crash rates  

(Years 2018 through 2022) 

TxDOT July 18, 2023 

Note: Year 2023 crash data are not completely updated in CRIS at the time of study, thus are not included. 

 

Traffic Forecasting Method is described in b. Traffic Volumes in Section 3.2.1. 

 

Traffic Operations Analysis Methodology is described in Section 3.2.1. 
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Safety Analysis Methodology is described in Section 3.2.2. 

 

3.2.1 Traffic Operational Analysis 

 

Operational Analysis and Tools 

 

The analysis tools were selected based on factors including Project area, facility, travel modes, 

operating conditions, performance measures, and the cost effectiveness. 

 

¶ IH 30 mainlanes and ramps were analyzed using Highway Capacity Software (HCS) 

2023 based on Highway Capacity Manual, Seventh Edition, 2022 (HCM 7) procedures 

for basic, merge, diverge, weaving segments. Chapters 10, 12, 13 and 14 

methodologies were used to analyze freeway and ramp capacity. 

¶ The interchange/ intersection operations were analyzed using Synchro 12 based on 

HCM 7, specifically Chapters 19 and 31 for signalized intersections, Chapters 20 and 

32 for two-way stop controlled intersections (TWSC), Chapters 21 and 32 for all-way 

stop controlled intersections (AWSC). 

  

Measures of Effectiveness (MOEs): 

 

¶ LOS is used to represent quality of service measured on an A-F scale, with LOS A being 

the best traffic operations and LOS F being the worst.  

¶ Mainlane LOS is based on density measured in passenger cars per mile per lane 

(pc/mi/ln) and intersection LOS is based on control delay measured in seconds per 

vehicle (sec/veh). 

¶ Comparison between MOEs of the No Build and Build Conditions show extent of 

improvements in traffic operations because of this Project.  

¶ Other MOEs such as speed and queue lengths are included in the appendices and 

referenced appropriately. 
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LOS criteria for the different types of freeway segments based on HCM 7 guidelines is shown 

in Table 7. 
 

Table 7. Mainlane Segment LOS Criteria 

LOS 
Density (pc/mi/ln) 

Basic Freeway Segments Freeway Weaving Segments Ramp Merge and Diverge Areas 

A Ò11 0 ð 10 Ò10 

B >11 ð 18 >10 ð 20 >10 ð 20 

C >18 ð 26 >20 ð 28 >20 ð 28 

D >26 ð 35 >28 ð 35 >28 ð 35 

E >35 ð 45 >35 ð 43 >35 

F >45 or v/c>1.0 > 43 or v/c>1.0  v/c>1.0  

 

LOS criteria for the signalized and unsignalized intersections based on HCM 7 guidelines is 

shown in Table 8. 
 

Table 8. Intersection LOS Criteria 

LOS 

Control Delay (sec/veh) 

Description 
Signalized Intersection 

Unsignalized 

Intersection/Minor 

Road Approach at Two-

way Stop-controlled 

(TWSC) Intersections 

A Ò10 Ò10 Free Flow 

B >10 ð 20 >10 ð 15  Reasonably Free Flow 

C >20 ð 35 >15 ð 25  Stable Flow 

D >35 ð 55 >25 ð 35 Approaching Unstable Flow 

E >55 ð 80 >35 ð 50 Unstable Flow 

F >80 or v/c>1.0 >50 or v/c>1.0 Forced or Breakdown Flow 

 

a. Alternatives 

 

The estimated letting date of all CSJs within the project is shown in Table 9. 

 
Table 9. Estimated Letting Date of the Project 

TxDOT CSJ Limits Estimated Letting Date 

0009-13-194 West of Monty Stratton Pkwy to East of Division St 

Fall 2028 0009-13-195 East of Division St to East of Lamar St 

0009-13-196 East of Lamar St to East of FM 513 

Note: While currently the letting date shown in TxDOT Connect (TxDOT-C) is August 1, 2034, TxDOT Paris District 

is accelerating the Project to accommodate a letting date in year 2028. 

 

Based on the above estimated letting years, this Project is anticipated to be opened to traffic 

in approximately year 2030 and the design year will be the year 2050. The following 

alternatives will be analyzed:  
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¶ Year 2023 Existing Conditions: This alternative assumes the existing lane geometries 

and IH 30 configurations in the AOI.  

¶ Years 2030 and 2050 No Build Conditions: These alternatives consider the proposed 

improvements in west project, to construct Monty Stratton Pkwy interchange and 

widen the IH 30 mainlanes to six-lanes west of this Project. Between East of Monty 

Stratton Pkwy and East of FM 513, these alternatives assume the Existing Conditions 

IH 30 configurations in the AOI.  

¶ Years 2030 and 2050 Build Conditions: These alternatives include the improvements 

and changes in geometries and access mentioned in Section 3.1.6 to the No Build 

Conditions IH 30 configurations in the AOI.  

 

Figure 29 through Figure 31 show the comparison of Ramp Access for the Existing Conditions 

vs. No Build Conditions vs. Build Conditions. 
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Figure 29. Ramp Access Line Diagram (IH 30 from Monty Stratton Pkwy to BUS 69) 

Note: This figure does not show the number of lanes on frontage roads. 
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Figure 30. Ramp Access Line Diagram Continued (IH 30 from BUS 69 to Lamar St) 

Note: This figure does not show the number of lanes on frontage roads. 
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