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Section 2 
Alternatives 

2.1 Introduction 

As part of the planning process, and in accordance with NEPA and FHWA guidelines, various 
alternatives were considered for meeting transportation needs within the US 290 study area.  
The build alternatives, which incorporate a multimodal approach, would increase capacity in the 
US 290 Corridor and meet the need to reduce existing congestion and the further degradation of 
the LOS.  Throughout the development of the alternatives, efforts were made to minimize 
potential impacts to residential, commercial/retail, cultural, historic, and environmental features.  
This section explains the alternatives development and evaluation process, including the 
analysis and coordination performed as part of the US 290 Corridor MIS as a requirement under 
the ISTEA. 

2.1.1 History of the Study Area  

The US 290 Corridor study area extends from the IH 10/IH 610/US 290 Interchange area 
northwest to FM 2920 near the community of Waller, Texas.  Before construction of US 290, 
Hempstead Road (also known as Hempstead Highway) was the main roadway between 
Houston and communities northwest of Houston, including Cypress, Waller, and Hempstead.  
Hempstead Road was generally parallel to the Union Pacific (UP) Railroad, which was 
constructed as the Houston and Texas Central Railway in 1856. 

In 1953, the Houston comprehensive freeway plan showed a proposed Northwest Freeway 
aligned along Hempstead Road in Harris County, and extending east to IH 10 near the 
northeast corner of Memorial Park.  The Texas Transportation Commission approved the initial 
plan in December 1953.  The TxDOT Houston District conducted additional studies and shifted 
the planned alignment of the Northwest Freeway to the north of Hempstead Road between 
IH 610 and approximately the location of present-day BW 8.  The revised alignment also 
terminated the freeway at IH 610, instead of extending the freeway to the east. 

The first public hearing for the proposed Northwest Freeway (US 290) was held in 1959, and 
construction began in the 1960s.  Following construction of IH 610 in the early 1960s and the 
IH 610/US 290 Interchange in 1964, the first sections of US 290 frontage roads were 
constructed from IH 610 to Pinemont Drive and opened in 1970.  In 1975, the frontage roads 
were extended to near the present-day BW 8 and the first section of main lanes opened just 
west of IH 610.   
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The remainder of US 290 in the study area was also built in segments, moving northwest from 
IH 610.  Construction of most of the roadway was completed from the 1970s to the 1990s.  
Improvements at the interchange of US 290 and the new BW 8 were completed in 1990.  The 
transitway (currently called the HOV or high-occupancy vehicle lane) was built on the interior 
shoulders by METRO and was opened in phases in 1988 and 1990 (Slotboom 2003).  Sections 
of US 290 main lanes and frontage roads northwest of SH 6 have been constructed since the 
1990s and some projects in the area are still under construction.  Hempstead Road is now a 
City of Houston facility.  US 290 has replaced Hempstead Road in some locations, but 
Hempstead Road still exists in the study area from approximately BW 8 to IH 610.   

2.1.2 Description of Existing Facilities  

Starting at its western terminus with FM 2920 in the City of Waller, US 290 is a limited-access 
freeway with parallel frontage roads along most of its length.  The roadway facilities include 
main lanes (varies from two lanes in each direction at FM 2920 to five lanes in each direction at 
the eastern end), frontage roads (varies from three to two lanes in each direction from IH 610 to 
west of FM 1960, and in locations farther west, has no frontage roads), and one managed lane 
(HOV in the center of the freeway from the Northwest Station park and ride lot to the Northwest 
Transit Center on IH 10 near IH 610).  There are currently two major interchanges:  the US 290/ 
BW 8 Interchange and the US 290/IH 610/IH 10 Interchange.  There are numerous 
highway-to-frontage road interchanges of various configurations throughout the corridor.  Many 
of these are accessed through a series of ramps located along the length of US 290.  Between 
BW 8 and IH 610, the majority of the interchanges provide access to two major intersecting 
arterials.  Several major and minor arterials intersect with US 290 and provide connections to 
collectors and local streets serving residences and businesses.  Due to the northwestern 
alignment of US 290, many of the arterials bisect the freeway at a skew, i.e. not perpendicular 
(not a ninety-degree angle), which creates geometric and traffic circulation challenges.  The 
H-GAC, the City of Houston, and Harris County are planning improvements to the network of 
arterials and collectors throughout the study area.  Some of the planned projects in the corridor 
are:  

• Widen FM 529 from US 290 to Huffmeister Road  

• Widen Cypress-Rosehill Road from Cypress Mill Park to Manor Bend 

• Widen Becker Road from US 290 to FM 2920 

• Widen Bauer Road from US 290 to FM 2920 

• Widen Long Point from Hempstead Road to Gessner Road 

• Widen Telge Road from Little Cypress Creek to Jarvis Road and from FM 2920 to US 290 

• Widen Tidwell Road from Hempstead Road to Bingle Road 

• Widen Gessner Road from SH 249 to US 290 and from Hempstead Road to US 290 
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• Widen Bingle Road from Blankenship Drive to Westview Drive 

• Widen Clay Road from BW 8 to US 290 

• Widen FM 2920 from Hempstead Road to Bauer Road 

• Widen Eldridge Parkway North from Fallbrook Drive to US 290 and from US 290 to IH 10 

• Widen Warren Ranch Road from Hempstead Road to Jack Road 

• Widen Roberts Road from US 290 to Katy Hockley Road 

• Widen Hempstead Road from Field Store Road to US 290 

• Widen 43rd Street West from Hempstead Road to Mangum Road 

• Widen Antoine from Veterans Memorial Drive to Hempstead Road 

• Widen Huffmeister Road from Hempstead Road to SH 6 

• Construct partial new location of Louetta Road from US 290 to Cypress-Rosehill Road 

• Construct six-lane, divided urban street at Hempstead Road/Washington Avenue from west 
of 12th Street to IH 10 

• Reconstruct Hempstead Road from Old Katy Road to IH 610 

Several ITS components are operating in the US 290 Corridor, including: 

• Computerized transportation management system (CTMS) 

• Automated vehicle identification (AVI) 

• Elements of the HOV system 

• Elements of the park and ride facilities 

• Houston TranStar (a central, intermodal transportation control facility) 

Hempstead Road is classified as a major arterial and approximately parallels US 290 from 
IH 610 to west of BW 8.  Hempstead Road is generally three lanes in each direction from IH 610 
to Mangum Road and two lanes from Mangum Road to west of BW 8.   

The UP Railroad owns, operates, and maintains a single-track railroad line in the corridor.  The 
approximately 100-foot railroad ROW is immediately south of Hempstead Road or immediately 
south of the US 290 ROW where Hempstead Road does not exist.   

METRO is the primary transit agency in Harris County.  In the study corridor, it currently 
operates eleven bus routes and three primary park and ride lots with a total of 3,795 spaces 
(Pinemont, West Little York Road, and the Northwest Station).  A future park and ride lot is 
planned near Skinner Road.  METRO manages a single-lane, reversible, HOV facility located in 
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the center of US 290, extending from near North Eldridge Parkway in the west to the Northwest 
Transit Center (at IH 10/IH 610). 

The HCTRA constructed, manages, and operates BW 8 (Sam Houston Tollway), a toll road 
around the City of Houston that crosses US 290 in the study area.  HCTRA manages 83 miles 
of toll roads in Harris County and is currently constructing toll lanes (Katy Toll Road) on IH 10 
from IH 610 to SH 6 in the vicinity of the US 290 Corridor study area. 

2.2 Development of Alternatives 

2.2.1 Major Investment Study 

The US 290 Corridor MIS, completed in 2003, analyzed the transportation needs in the US 290 
corridor, including Hempstead Road.  The corridor was of varying width and extended 
approximately 38 miles from the interchange area of US 290/IH 610/IH 10 to FM 2920.  The 
study was conducted to comply with the requirements for major transportation investments 
established by the 1991 ISTEA and 1990 Clean Air Act (CAA) Amendments.  ISTEA required 
that an MIS be initiated on new transportation projects where the improvements to a 
transportation corridor involve using substantial federal funds, and where the improvements are 
expected to have a significant impact on the capacity, traffic, LOS, and mode share.  In 1998, 
ISTEA was replaced by the TEA-21.  TEA-21 no longer required that an MIS be a separate 
study, requiring instead that it be integrated, as appropriate, into the NEPA process.  Because 
the US 290 MIS process was already underway, and many of the MIS requirements remained 
the same under TEA-21, the study was completed prior to the initiation of the EIS process.   

The MIS process implemented for the US 290 Corridor provided a focused analysis and 
extensive evaluation of mobility needs, identified a set of multimodal options to address 
problems and needs throughout the corridor, developed measures of benefits, identified costs 
and impacts, and allowed for a comprehensive analysis and evaluation of options.   

TxDOT established an MIS Steering Committee to offer technical and policy decisions and 
guide the technical development of the study.  The Steering Committee was composed of 
representatives from TxDOT, H-GAC, METRO, FHWA, FTA, TCEQ, USFWS, Harris County, 
and the City of Houston. 

An MIS Advisory Committee was established to provide the MIS project team and Steering 
Committee with corridor-specific concerns and issues for consideration in the study process.  
Advisory Committee members included federal, state, and local elected officials; representatives 
of Harris County, the City of Houston, and the City of Jersey Village; HCFCD; various 
independent school districts in the study area; business associations, and others. 
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The MIS evaluated modal and configuration alternatives for improvements within the study 
corridor and recommended a locally preferred multimodal configuration to meet the corridor’s 
transportation needs, while minimizing impacts to the surrounding environment. 

The MIS process included the following steps: 

• Assessment of transportation needs 

• Development of goals and objectives 

• Development and evaluation of universe of modal alternatives 

• Development and evaluation of initial set of conceptual modal alternatives 

• Development and evaluation of viable modal alternatives 

• Approval and adoption by H-GAC, the local metropolitan planning organization 

• Identification of preferred modal alternative 

The assessment of transportation needs, goals, and objectives (the project need and purpose) 
is summarized in Section 1 of this DEIS.  

Goals and Objectives 

From an extensive public involvement program, an evaluation of current and projected 
transportation needs within the corridor, and input from the Steering and Advisory Committees, 
the following corridor-specific goals were developed: 

• Improve public safety 

• Improve and maintain mobility 

• Increase opportunities for transit 

• Avoid or minimize adverse social, economic, and environmental effects 

• Contribute to air quality attainment 

• Maximize use of existing ROW 

These goals and other H-GAC regional goals from the 2022 Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
were considered in the development and evaluation of alternatives. 

Universe of Alternatives 

The initial universe of alternatives included all plausible ideas within the categories of transit, 
freeway, streets and highway, TSM strategies, and TDM strategies.  Table 2-1 shows the 
universe of alternatives that were developed and evaluated during the MIS.   
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Table 2-1.  Universe of Alternatives 

Transit Management Systems 
Rail 
Light rail 
Commuter rail 
Heavy rail 
Monorail 
Stations 
 
Bus 
Local service 
Bus rapid transit (BRT) 
Express with HOV 
Charter or subscription bus service 
School buses 
 
Other 
Personal rapid transit 
Carpool/vanpool 
Park and ride 
Transfer facilities 

TSM Strategies 
Arterial widening 
Access management 
Emergency/special event management 
Intersection improvements 
Traffic operations/signal system 
improvements 
ITS 
 
TDM Strategies 
Employee trip reduction (ETR) programs 
Public transportation improvements 
Bicycle/pedestrian strategies 
Transportation management associations 
Traffic restricted zones 
Value pricing 

Freeway Streets and Highways 
General-purpose lanes 
Managed facility interchanges 
Service (feeder) roads 
Interchanges 
Truck lanes 
ITS 
Express facility 
Express lanes 
Ramp system modifications 
Toll lanes/facility 
Non-barrier (Diamond) HOV lanes 
Auxiliary lanes 
HOV 
Express Hempstead 
Dual freeway 
Meet current roadway standards 

Arterial network 
Signal system (ITS) 
Hempstead 6-lane, 8-lane 
Parallel arterials 
TSM improvements 
Grade separation 
Super street 

 
The No Build alternative was considered part of the alternatives analysis and was assumed to 
include all improvements identified in the 2022 MTP.  The MIS defined the various transit, 
freeway, street and highway, TSM, and TDM alternatives and their application in the US 290 
Corridor.  Table 2-2 presents a summary of the analysis, and the MIS contains more detail. 
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Table 2-2.  Alternatives and Potential Application in US 290 Corridor 

Alternative Potential Application in US 290 Corridor 

Heavy Rail Transit is the fastest and most 
expensive mode because it is always operated in 
a separate ROW.  Stations employ platform 
loading and are elaborate due to high passenger 
volumes and the need to separate passengers 
and other lines from the grade of the track.  This 
mode operates as part of an interconnected 
system. 

Heavy rail transit is not the mode selected by 
METRO to meet the long-range transportation 
needs of Houston.  The decision is based on cost 
and service characteristics and is not likely to 
change within any reasonable planning time 
frame.  There is no heavy rail system plan, 
making this mode unsuitable for a single-corridor 
application. 

Light Rail Transit (LRT) uses a “light” vehicle that 
may operate in an open ROW or within a street in 
mixed-flow with traffic.  Overhead wires supply 
power to the transit vehicle.  Light rail can carry 
medium-to-heavy passenger volumes.  Stations 
may be simple stops or may be elaborate 
facilities.  Light rail is most efficiently operated as 
part of an interconnected system. 

LRT has the potential to serve the US 290 corridor 
because the northwest corridor line would be an 
integral component of METRO’s Mobility 2025 
Transit System Plan.  More detailed analysis is 
required to identify the specific mode and 
alignment.   
 
LRT would serve daily commuter trips to work and 
school and other purposes.  METRO’s planned 
system would serve major activity centers in 
Houston.  This service would replace the express 
and commuter bus service provided by METRO 
though its transit centers and HOV lanes.  This 
service can operate at speeds that make it 
comparable or better than the highway commute. 

Commuter Rail refers to passenger rail service 
between a city center and its suburbs.  It may use 
locomotives to pull passenger cars, self-propelled 
passenger vehicles, or overhead-electric supplied 
vehicles. 

Commuter rail could possibly be implemented in 
the corridor within the UP ROW.  Service and 
facilities would have to be integrated into the 
current freight service operated by UP Railroad.  
The most appropriate service characteristics of 
this mode favor large commuting volumes 
between a suburban origin and a center city 
destination with limited intervening stations.   

HOV lanes, like those in the US 290 Corridor, are 
for carpools, vanpools, and buses and are usually 
separated from general-purpose lanes by 
concrete traffic barriers. 

This mode has met mobility needs in the corridor 
for many years.  Commuters’ use of buses and 
carpools increase the efficiency of the mobility 
system and provides air quality benefits as 
congestion levels are reduced.  This mode is an 
integral part of the State Implementation Plan 
(SIP) that provides for meeting the emission 
requirements of the CAA Amendments. 
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Table 2-2.  contd. 
Alternative Potential Application in US 290 Corridor 

Bus service improvements would include the 
addition of bus routes to increase the coverage 
area, increased headways on existing local and 
express routes, and conversion of HOV facilities 
to high capacity busways. 

The projected growth in the northwest corridor 
provides a need that the bus system, operated by 
METRO, be expanded to provide service 
coverage in newly developed areas.  The existing 
route and service structure may be modified over 
time to meet the changing needs and to maintain 
service standards.   

BRT combines the user-friendly aspects of some 
rail service with the flexibility of a bus system.  
BRT can operate on streets, expressways, HOV 
lanes, or exclusive transitways. 

The potential application of BRT is similar to LRT.  
It could be implemented along US 290 or 
Hempstead Highway.  It operates well on a fixed 
guideway but is capable of leaving the guideway 
or not using it at all. 

AHCT is a general term used to describe several 
types of high capacity, line-haul transit modes.  
AHCT is used to designate a future mode, such 
as LRT or BRT to serve the corridor prior to the 
selection of the specific mode. 

Application along the US 290 Corridor would be 
similar to LRT or BRT described above. 

General-purpose lanes are regular freeway lanes 
that are open to all types of vehicles.  Adding 
capacity would help reduce congestion.  ROW 
would be needed in some areas for expansion of 
the US 290. 

Existing and projected traffic levels reflect that 
there is considerable need for additional general-
purpose lanes in the US 290 Corridor.  The goals 
of safety and the required use of TxDOT design 
standards require that additional lanes would 
include the construction of both inside and outside 
shoulders as part of facility reconstruction.   

Diamond lanes are a class of HOV lanes that 
operate without the physical barriers, generally 
pavement markings, to separate HOV traffic from 
general traffic.   

Diamond lanes or other forms of special-purpose 
lanes might be considered operational 
improvements that could be implemented when 
their use is deemed legal, safe, and appropriate.  
The lanes provide advantages over separate HOV 
facilities, with lower cost and more operational 
flexibility.   

Express service roads consist of frontage roads 
that split upon the approach to a crossing street, 
allowing one or more lanes to bypass the 
intersecting street intersection.  This allows 
uninterrupted flow along frontage roads until 
freeway access is obtained. 

Express service roads, along with ramp 
configuration and spacing, is a design variation 
rather than a system planning alternative.   
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Table 2-2.  contd. 
Alternative Potential Application in US 290 Corridor 

Managed facility is a separate facility within the 
freeway that combines several desirable features 
to optimize capacity, LOS, and air quality benefits.  
One feature is that the facilities have limited entry 
and exit opportunities.  The second feature of a 
managed facility is the possible collection of tolls 
as a means of value pricing.  Value pricing means 
that tolls would change based on peak-hour trips 
or vehicle occupancy. 

The managed lane concept has good potential in 
the northwest corridor.  The corridor is long 
enough to generate sufficient demand for long 
trips that are served by a managed facility.  
Another favorable condition is the intersection of 
system facilities such as the planned Grand 
Parkway, BW 8, and IH 610 that serve as logical 
interchange locations and termini for a managed 
facility.  Either US 290 or Hempstead Highway 
could be used as a managed facility. 

TDM refers to techniques that reduce the demand 
for transportation within the corridor or shift the 
demand to times, modes, or locations that have 
surplus supply or are more efficient.  ETR 
programs that foster carpooling, vanpooling, and 
transit are the most effective means of managing 
demand. 

TDM are cost effective and will play a role in the 
future of the northwest corridor.  However, the 
existing level of corridor congestion plus the 
projected growth in the corridor indicates that 
benefits of TDM (8-12% demand reduction) are 
not sufficient to replace the need for additional 
corridor supply.  Instead, TDM techniques can be 
incorporated into the build alternatives. 

TSM deals with the supply side of transportation.  
Available techniques include intersection 
improvements, traffic signal synchronization, 
freeway incident management, and access 
management. 

Like TDM techniques, TSM will be an important 
component of each alternative.  However, even 
coupled with TDM, TSM does not provide enough 
mobility benefits to meet the long-term needs of 
the corridor. 

ITS are a broad range of activities and systems 
that use advanced technology to increase overall 
transportation system efficiency.  ITS technologies 
are applied to infrastructure, vehicles, travelers, 
and the operators of transportation system 
components.   

Currently the US 290 Corridor has a ITS in place.  
Expansion of the CTMS, and Houston’s TranStar 
System will be part of any alternative. 

Based on the documented needs, goals, and objectives in the corridor, the universe of 
alternatives was evaluated with criteria developed by consensus between the public, the MIS 
Steering and Advisory Committees, and the study team.  For the universe of alternatives, the 
evaluation was focused on “fatal flaws.”  This initial screening of alternatives allowed elimination 
of alternatives that showed potential problems early in the MIS process.  Alternatives that were 
eliminated and the reasoning are shown in Table 2-3. 
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Table 2-3.  Alternatives Eliminated in the Initial Evaluation of Universe of Alternatives 

Proposed Options Fatal Flaw Screening Reasoning 

Heavy rail Not consistent with METRO’s service plan 

Monorail Not consistent with METRO’s service plan 

Charter or subscription bus Does not address mobility goals 

Personal rapid transit Not consistent with METRO’s service plan 

Truck lanes Impossible to enforce, not enough demand 

Dual freeway Operational difficulty 

Traffic restricted zones TxDOT mobility goals are not consistent with 
this alternative 

Conceptual Alternatives 

After the initial screening, corridor goals and objectives were used as a guide to develop 
practical combinations of the universe of alternatives.  These combinations were merged to 
create 11 conceptual alternatives.  The conceptual alternatives were primarily in three 
categories:  those associated with freeway expansion, managed facilities, and transit.  The No 
Build alternative continued to be an alternative that would be carried forward in the analysis. 

The 11 conceptual alternatives are listed below. 

• CA-1 No Build Alternative 

o CA-1A Baseline (No Build in US 290 Corridor) 

o CA-1B TSM/TDM 

• CA-2 Freeway Expansion Options 

o CA-2A Expand US 290, extend HOV 

o CA-2B Expand US 290, remove HOV 

• CA-3 Managed Facility Options 

o CA-3A Four-lane, two-way, barrier-separated managed facility 

o CA-3B Two-lane, reversible HOV, expand US 290 

o CA-3C High capacity, partially grade-separated Hempstead Road  

• CA-4 Transit Alternatives 

o CA-4A AHCT along US 290 and SH 249 

o CA-4A-1 AHCT along US 290 
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o CA-4B AHCT along Hempstead Road 

o CA-4C Express busway 

The study team implemented a screening and evaluation process to refine the conceptual 
alternatives and develop viable alternatives for further analysis.  The wide range of conceptual 
alternatives represented the reasonable potential alternatives that might have application within 
the study and meet corridor goals and needs.  A preliminary analysis of the conceptual 
alternatives defined those alternatives that would be less likely to meet the needs of the US 290 
Corridor.  Alternatives were selected for further study that best met the corridor needs and 
goals.   

Viable Alternatives 

The best elements from the conceptual alternatives were carried forward as potential 
components of the viable alternatives.  Six conceptual alternatives or elements of conceptual 
alternatives were recommended for further screening.  Excluding the No Build alternative, the 
components of these conceptual alternatives were incorporated to produce four viable “build” 
alternatives.  The viable build alternatives incorporated general-purpose lanes, managed 
facilities, and AHCT.  The No Build alternative, including the TSM/TDM components, was also 
considered as a viable alternative.  The viable build alternatives were various configurations of 
the transportation modes, utilizing US 290 and Hempstead Road.  Inside, or east of BW 8 there 
were four viable alternatives.  Outside, or west of BW 8, there were three options.  These 
options addressed the absence of Hempstead Road in most of the area, and less urbanization.  
The options include alternate placement of the managed facility and AHCT facility.  Any of the 
three options west of BW 8 could be paired with the geometry of the four other alternatives east 
of BW 8.  The terminus of both the AHCT and managed facility was near the future Grand 
Parkway/SH 99. 

The viable alternatives were evaluated based on the needs, goals, and objectives of the project.  
The evaluation measures included public safety; mobility; transit; social, economic, and 
environmental impacts; air quality; and maximizing use of existing ROW.  Detailed analyses and 
evaluation results for the viable alternatives are presented in the US 290 Corridor MIS. 

Locally Preferred Modal Alternative 

After reviewing the alternatives evaluation results, discussing the alternatives with the MIS 
Steering and Advisory Committees, and considering opinions and concerns expressed at public 
meetings, the study team recommended a locally preferred modal alternative.  The locally 
preferred modal alternative was approved and adopted by H-GAC’s TPC, which is the local 
MPO.  The findings were incorporated into the 2025 RTP.  The locally preferred alternative 
transportation modes recommended by the MIS study team and adopted by H-GAC included 
the following: 
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• Five general-purpose lanes in each direction from IH 610 to just west of BW 8, plus auxiliary 
lanes where appropriate 

• Four general-purpose lanes in each direction from just west of BW 8 to near the future 
Grand Parkway/SH 99 

• Three general-purpose lanes in each direction from near the future Grand Parkway/SH 99 to 
the western study limit 

• Four-lane, two-way managed facility along Hempstead Road Corridor from IH 610 to near 
the future Grand Parkway/SH 99 

• Two (possibly three) general-purpose lanes with curb and gutter in each direction along 
Hempstead Road 

• AHCT transit along Hempstead Road Corridor from IH 610 to near the future 
Grand Parkway/SH 99 

• TSM/TDM/ITS improvements 

• Bicycle and pedestrian improvements 

• Two- or three-lane frontage roads in each direction along US 290 

This locally preferred modal alternative was selected based on cost, constructibility, 
environmental impacts, and construction staging, as discussed in detail in the MIS.  The 
analysis showed that all three of the major modal components studied (general-purpose lanes, 
managed facility, and AHCT) are necessary elements of the locally preferred modal alternative.  
It would provide congestion relief by operating at an acceptable LOS throughout the corridor 
through the year 2025, and the new design presented an opportunity to improve public safety in 
the corridor.  It was also consistent with METRO’s plans for transit in the corridor (TxDOT 2003).   

All viable alternatives would require additional ROW, which would cause commercial, 
residential, industrial, and other land uses to be displaced, particularly in the densely developed 
areas adjacent to Hempstead Road and US 290.  The locally preferred modal alternative was 
considered better than the other viable alternatives for the reasons summarized below: 

• Safety would be increased by keeping the managed facility separate from US 290. 

• Mobility would be improved, similar to other alternatives. 

• Better transit station access and transit development opportunities would be available for 
alternatives that have the AHCT along Hempstead Road. 

• ROW requirements would be less on US 290, higher on Hempstead Road, but residential 
displacements would be fewer. 

• Cost would be lower than other viable alternatives. 
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• If Hempstead Road improvements were constructed first, including the managed facility, it 
would provide congestion relief during construction of US 290 improvements. 

• The managed facility to IH 610 allows for a direct seamless interchange. 

Exhibit 4 shows how the locally preferred modal alternative was further evaluated, as discussed 
below.  

2.2.2 Schematic Design Phase Alternatives Development 

Development of alternatives for US 290, Hempstead Road, and IH 610 was based on the 
approved locally preferred modal alternative identified in the MIS.  As discussed in the previous 
section, the locally preferred alternative includes several modes of transportation, in various 
areas of the US 290 Corridor, including along Hempstead Road, bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements, and TSM/TDM/ITS improvements. 

The schematic design phase of alternatives development began with the locally preferred modal 
alternative.  Starting from the basic configuration of the modes of travel and number of lanes, a 
preliminary engineering and environmental study was initiated to develop alternative alignments.  
This subsection describes the alternatives development and evaluation conducted during this 
phase of the study.  The alternatives developed for the US 290 Corridor included different 
combinations of geometric configurations of freeway, frontage roads, managed lanes, high 
capacity transit corridor, and UP freight rail corridor.  The alternatives considered in the initial 
stage of the schematic design phase are discussed below.    

US 290 

The description of alternatives for US 290 is based on three geographic areas, from west to east 
in the project area:  FM 2920 to Mueschke Road, Mueschke Road to BW 8, and BW 8 to 
IH 610.   

FM 2920 to Mueschke Road 

This is the most recently constructed portion of US 290 in the study area and has the largest 
existing ROW.  The alternatives considered for this section of US 290 all involved widening 
within the existing ROW from FM 2920 to the future Grand Parkway/SH 99.  From the future 
Grand Parkway to Mueschke Road, minimal ROW on the north side or no additional ROW 
would be required.   

Mueschke Road to BW 8 

• Managed lanes and a high-capacity transit corridor between US 290 eastbound frontage 
road and the UP freight rail corridor, with widening of US 290 to the north side or relocation 
of UP freight rail to the south side. 
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• UP freight rail corridor and managed lanes in the middle of US 290 with a high-capacity 
transit corridor south of the eastbound frontage road. 

• Managed lanes in the middle of US 290 and high-capacity transit corridor south of the UP 
freight rail corridor. 

• Managed lanes between the US 290 eastbound frontage road and the UP freight rail 
corridor with a high-capacity transit corridor south of the UP freight rail corridor. 

• Managed lanes, high-capacity transit corridor, and a UP freight rail corridor in the middle of 
the US 290 main lanes. 

• Managed lanes and a high-capacity transit corridor south of the UP freight rail corridor with 
US 290 main lanes and frontage roads north of the freight rail corridor. 

• US 290 main lanes and managed lanes depressed, and a high-capacity transit corridor 
south of the freight rail corridor.  Cross streets elevated over the freeway main lanes, and 
frontage roads elevated to meet cross streets above ground level. 

• Managed lanes elevated outside of the US 290 frontage roads and a high-capacity transit 
corridor south of the UP freight rail corridor. 

• US 290 main lanes and frontage roads north of the freight rail corridor with managed lanes 
and high-capacity transit corridor on a separate alignment south of the UP freight rail 
corridor. 

BW 8 to IH 610 

• US 290 main lanes at the same existing elevation with cross streets and frontage roads at 
grade.  Managed lanes and a high-capacity transit corridor along the UP freight rail and 
Hempstead Road Corridor. 

• US 290 main lanes depressed with cross streets and frontage roads elevated at 
intersections.  Managed lanes and a high-capacity transit corridor along the UP freight rail 
and Hempstead Road Corridor. 

Based on the unavailability of the railroad ROW, these alternatives were refined to develop a 
more limited number of alternatives that were presented at the DEIS Public Scoping Meetings 
(discussed in Section 8.4.1) in August 2003. 

Following review of comments from the Public Scoping Meetings, three alternative alignments 
were developed for further detailed study, and were presented to the public.  Generally, the 
three alternatives were:  widen both sides of the existing ROW, widen to the north, or south, 
while keeping the same US 290 alignment  This decision was based on minimizing the impacts 
to adjacent properties, UP freight railroad tracks relocation cost, potential utility relocation costs, 
and the overall reconstruction cost of the project.  A No Build alternative was also considered.  
These build alternatives are designated in this report as: 
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• 290-A (widen on both sides of the existing facility) 

• 290-B (widen to the north only) 

• 290-C (widen to the south only) 

With these alternatives, the managed lanes would be adjacent to the railroad from the future 
Grand Parkway/SH 99 to West Little York Road, and then cross over the railroad tracks to the 
Hempstead Road Corridor, from West Little York Road to IH 610.  All US 290 alternatives 
include sidewalks along the frontage roads from IH 610 to SH 6.  These alternatives were 
presented at public meetings in March 2004.  A recommended alignment for US 290 (called 
290-D) was developed from a combination of these three alternatives, that attempted to 
minimize displacements and property acquisition along the route.  When this alternative was 
developed, an additional five feet was added to both sides of the proposed ROW for potential 
noise walls or utilities.  This alternative was presented at public meetings in October 2005.  
These four alternatives are shown on Exhibit 5. 

During the schematic design phase, it was determined that the proposed 10-lane section of 
US 290 should extend past BW 8 to around Jones Road, based on traffic analysis and roadway 
design criteria.  This is not consistent with the 2025 RTP; however, this proposed project is 
consistent with drafts of the financially constrained long-range 2035 RTP and the 2008-2011 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  The FHWA is expected to make a conformity 
determination for these documents in the spring or summer of 2007, and the State 
Transportation Improvement Program conformity determination is expected in the fall of 2007.   

Hempstead Road   

During the schematic design phase, four alternatives were developed for the Hempstead Road 
Corridor.  These alignments of the travel modes that would be included in this corridor from 
IH 610 to west of BW 8 are described below. 

• HR-A – managed lanes north (at grade) and AHCT corridor south of the railroad tracks with 
no change to existing Hempstead Road 

• HR-B – elevated managed lanes and AHCT corridor south of the railroad tracks, with no 
change to existing Hempstead Road 

• HR-C – managed lanes north (at grade), AHCT corridor south of the railroad tracks, with 
reconstruction and realignment of Hempstead Road 

• HR-D – elevated managed lanes north, AHCT corridor south of the railroad tracks, with 
reconstruction and realignment of Hempstead Road    

All Hempstead Road alternatives include pedestrian and bicycle facilities.  Typical cross-
sections of these alternatives were presented at public meetings in August 2003 and March 
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2004.  Following further development of these alternatives, TxDOT met with the HCTRA 
regarding HCTRA’s interest in operating the proposed managed lanes in the Hempstead Road 
Corridor.  Following these discussions, and because it was determined that the UP Railroad 
ROW would not be available, additional alignments were evaluated and a recommended 
alignment for the Hempstead Road Corridor was developed.  The recommended alignment was 
designated as HR-E, as described below.   

• HR-E – managed lanes north (at grade), AHCT corridor north of the railroad tracks and the 
managed lanes, with reconstruction and realignment of Hempstead Road.  This alternative 
was presented at public meetings in October 2005.   

These five alternatives are shown on Exhibit 5. 

IH 610  

Alternatives for the IH 610 portion of the project were developed to integrate with the US 290 
and Hempstead Road alternatives.  There would also be direct connectors from US 290 to IH 10 
just west of IH 610.  Three alternatives were developed for IH 610, ranging from a constrained 
geometry with a minimal area of additional ROW, to larger areas of ROW which would promote 
traffic flow through improved geometry (unconstrained and recommended).  The IH 610 
alternatives include constrained, non-constrained, and a recommended alternative, which were 
named 610-A, 610-B, and 610-C, respectively.  These alternatives were presented at public 
meetings in March 2004 and October 2005. 

Summary of Alternatives 

Through the schematic design and environmental evaluation process, and presentations to and 
input from the public, the alternatives were further refined to develop alternatives which are 
evaluated in detail in this DEIS.  The proposed project involves modifications of:  

• US 290 between FM 2920 to IH 610  

• Hempstead Road between West Little York Road and IH 610 

• IH 610 between US 290 and IH 10  

The Recommended Alternative is the combination of Alternatives 290-D, HR-E, and 610-C, 
described above.  The current HOV lane in the center of US 290 would be removed, and 
US 290 would be widened to provide additional traffic lanes and improved connectors.  
Managed lanes would run adjacent (to the south of) to US 290 (from west to east) from the 
future Grand Parkway to West Little York Road, and then cross over the railroad tracks to run 
adjacent (to the north of) to Hempstead Road from West Little York Road to IH 610.  The 
managed lanes would be tolled, but buses and METROLift vehicles operated by METRO could 
utilize the managed lanes toll-free, and vehicles with 3 or more persons (except commercial 
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vehicles, some non-METRO buses, and school buses) would be allowed to operate toll-free 
within peak hours.  The Hempstead Road Corridor would also include pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities and a reserve for future high-capacity transit.  Modifications to IH 610 would facilitate 
transitions from IH 610 to US 290, Hempstead Road, and the managed lanes.  It would also 
facilitate transitions from US 290 to eastbound and southbound IH 610 and from Hempstead 
Road and the managed lanes to northbound and southbound IH 610.  There would also be a 
direct connector from US 290 to IH 10 that bypasses IH 610, reducing weaving of traffic on 
IH 610 in that area.  An overview of the alternatives that have been evaluated in this document 
is shown in Table 2-4.   

Table 2-4.  Alternatives Evaluated in the DEIS  

US 290 

No Build alternative 

Alternative 290-A (widen on both sides of the existing facility) 

Alternative 290-B (widen to the north only) 

Alternative 290-C (widen to the south only) 

Alternative 290-D (recommended alternative, a combination of A, B, and C) 

Hempstead Road 

No Build alternative 

Alternative HR-A (at grade managed lanes, transit corridor south of the railroad tracks, no 
change to existing Hempstead Road) 

Alternative HR-B (elevated managed lanes, transit corridor south of the railroad tracks, no 
change to existing Hempstead Road) 

Alternative HR-C (at grade managed lanes, transit corridor south of the railroad tracks, 
reconstruction and realignment of Hempstead Road) 

Alternative HR-D (elevated managed lanes north, transit corridor south of the railroad tracks, 
reconstruction and realignment of Hempstead Road) 

Alternative HR-E (recommended alternative, at grade managed lanes, transit corridor north of 
railroad and managed lanes, reconstruction and realignment of Hempstead Road) 

IH 610 

No Build alternative 

610-A (constrained) 

610-B (unconstrained) 

610-C (recommended alternative) 
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A detailed description of the build alternatives is provided in the table in Appendix A and shown 
on Exhibit 5.  TSM/TDM/ITS improvements that would be incorporated in the project design and 
operation for all alternatives would include, but not be limited to, intersection improvements (e.g. 
adding turn lanes), installation of computerized transportation management systems, access 
management (e.g. driveway spacing), adding auxiliary lanes, en route traffic information, 
cameras, and emergency management strategies.  All build alternatives would be designed per 
current design standards, including requirements for shoulders, vertical clearance at bridges, 
and vertical and horizontal alignments.  Hempstead Road would be designed as an urban 
highway, also per current roadway design standards.  Constructing the US 290, Hempstead 
Road, and the IH 10 interchange according to current design standards would help improve 
safety in the corridor. 

The No Build alternative is defined as the implementation of all programmed improvements in 
the US 290 Corridor identified in the 2025 RTP, without the construction of any of the build 
alternatives evaluated in this DEIS.  The No Build alternative includes interim projects planned 
for US 290 and planned improvements to the network of arterials and collectors throughout the 
study area that are discussed in Section 2.1.2.  




