I-69 Program
Segment Committee Meeting
MEMORANDUM OF MEETING
SUBJECT:

Segment Two Committee Meeting

DATE:

November 15, 2011

LOCATION:

Lufkin City Hall, Lufkin , Texas

ATTENDING:

Attendees are listed on attached sign-in sheets (Attachment 1)

Purpose:
The purpose of this meeting was to: 1) review the Segment Two Committee September 2011
meeting notes and discuss the upcoming I-69 Summit and I-69 sign unveiling; 2) discuss next
steps for the committee in moving towards compiling recommendations for the Advisory
Committee; 3) review public outreach efforts for Segment Committees statewide and within
Segment Two to-date; 4) discuss the Segment Two Committee final report outline and contents;
5) verify the recommended Segment Two priority sections; and 6) discuss early implementation
opportunities within Segment Two. A power point presentation was utilized to provide an
overview of aforementioned items during the meeting. The agenda and power point
presentation are included as Attachment 2.
Welcome/Introductions:
Jim Wehmeier, Committee Chair, welcomed those in attendance. He went on to thank the
committee members that participated in the public open houses and noted that approximately
130 members of the public attended. He also thanked TxDOT and staff for their support and
said that the open houses were interesting and first rate. A summary of the Segment Two
Committee open houses is included as Attachment 3.
Administrative/Announcements:
Marc inquired if the Segment Two Committee members had any comments on the September
2011 meeting notes that were sent via email prior to the meeting. No comments were offered at
the time. Marc requested that if the committee members had any comments, that they be
forwarded to him or Doise Miers within one week.
Marc also noted that there will be two events in Corpus Christi on December 5th, 1) the I-69
Summit, a joint meeting with the I-69 Advisory Committee and the Alliance for I-69 Texas Board;
and 2) the I-69 sign unveiling at the intersection of U.S. 77 and SH 44. He reminded committee
members that both events require RSVPs. Jennifer Shepard will accept RSVPs for the I-69
Summit, and Anna Gonzalez will accept RSVPs for I-69 sign unveiling. Contact information for
RSVPs has been previously sent to committee member’s email, and Doise is also able to
forward RSVPs to either. Marc then provided RSVP forms to the committee members.
Next Steps and Final Committee Tasks:
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Marc reviewed the tasks completed to-date and noted that the next tasks per the schedule were
to wrap up public outreach activities and discuss public comments, finalize the priorities and
recommendations of the Segment Two Committee and, submit the Segment Two Committee
final recommendations to the Advisory Committee in the form of a final committee report.
Summary of Public Outreach Activities:
Marc provided a summary of all the segment committee public outreach efforts to-date
(Attachment 4). He noted that there have been 109 activities reaching over 5,000 people
statewide and over half of the comment cards received were related to I-69 within Segment
Two.
A list of the Segment Two public outreach activities forms received to-date (Attachment 5) was
provided. Marc noted that there have been 28 activities in Segment Two and asked that
committee members fill out activity forms for any additional meetings that are not on the list. The
Committee Chair requested the form be sent to him electronically. The Committee Chair had
two meetings not on the list and one committee member also had a meeting not on the list.
There are no planned activities by committee members in the near future.
Marc discussed the summary of feedback from the segment committees’ outreach effort from
June through November 14, 2011 (Attachment 6). The document contains a summary of
comments, recommendations and questions received from the public. Items relating directly to
Segment Two have been highlighted in yellow for the committee’s information and eight
questions, specific to Segment Two, are included on the last page. Marc inquired how the
committee would like to address the questions. A summary of the discussion is as follows:
• Marc explained that no contact information was provided on the comments and that
other committees are considering various media forms appropriate to respond to
questions such as the newspapers, MPO websites, I-69 website, editorial boards, etc. or
by even responding to the questions in the report to the Advisory Committee.
• Question number three was discussed. It was determined that an explanation of the
congressional law would be provided as an answer.
• Question number four was discussed. It was determined that an explanation of why the
interchange was built (i.e. safety improvement, high traffic volumes, etc.) would be
provided as an answer.
• The remaining questions were discussed. It was determined that an explanation of
preliminary planning process and funding availability relating to timing of construction
would be provided. Additionally, the environmental process would be explained
emphasizing that the public will have the opportunity to provide input throughout the
project development including comments on alignment level details.
• Marc noted that residents and property owners within Moscow submitted a multisignature letter requesting a bypass to the west. At the September 2011 Segment Two
Committee meeting, committee members changed their previous recommendation,
based on comments, to now reflect a relief route at Moscow. A committee member
inquired as to how many times the new configuration would cross the railroad track that
parallels U.S. 59 in the area. Marc responded that further studies will be required to
determine the location and that would determine the number of crossings. Another
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committee member asked how the dimensions of the box around Moscow were set.
Marc explained that the box does not reflect study limits, it indicates that this is a general
location where a relief route was suggested to be studied by committee members.
A committee member expressed concern that, by including the Moscow relief route with
the Corrigan relief route, the Corrigan relief route could be delayed. Other committee
members agreed that, because of congestion, a relief route Corrigan should be
developed as soon as possible. Marc indicated that the Segment Committee process
has resulted in the importance of a solution for congestion in the community of Corrigan
and addressing the concerns of the community of Moscow.
A committee member commented that he was surprised there were not more comments
relating to Leggett. Another committee member responded that she has spoken to
people from Leggett and let them know that any comments received now, would be
important to carry in to the environmental process. Another committee member noted
that there are many issues in Leggett such as Indian lands (approximately 700 acres
east of U.S. 59), schools, etc. It was decided that more comment cards will be
distributed by committee members in Leggett. A committee member noted that he had
delivered brochures to the smoke shop near Leggett for insertion into shopping bags as
customers purchase items. He will deliver additional brochures to the smoke shop to
encourage comment.
A committee member summarized her role as; to inform the public, disseminate
information to the public, and be a voice for the public prior to the environmental
process.

Marc concluded with a recap of the committee assessment of the public outreach process todate. He also noted that TxDOT has been pleased with the work of the committee and it is
important to do a good job of documenting the efforts, in case TxDOT would like to use this
public outreach format for future projects.
Discussion of Final Committee Reports:
Marc advised the committee members that the remaining task before them is to complete a final
committee report that will be submitted to the Advisory Committee for their consideration and
incorporation in a statewide plan for I-69. He asked them to review the draft table of contents
and provide any comments. He noted that this is a draft table of contents that the committee
members can add to or subtract from the outline at this time. Discussions included the following:
• Jim Wehmeier will provide a “Message from the Chair”.
• A committee member asked if the interim reports from the Segment Committees and
Advisory Committee were well received by the Texas Transportation Commission. Doise
noted that they were well received.
• Marc explained that this report will build on the interim report but will include the public
outreach effort and more detail such as costs, conceptual interstate layout information,
etc. related to Segment Two.
• No comments were provided on the outline.
Marc concluded by explaining that an initial draft of this report is being prepared and a draft
copy of the report will be available for their review/comment in advance of the next meeting.
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Verify Recommended Priorities:
Marc directed the committee member’s attention to the Segment Two Recommended Priorities
map (Attachment 7). He asked the members to confirm that they remain satisfied with the
priorities that they identified for their Segment. These included the following priorities:
• Redesignate U.S. 59 as an interstate from south of Rosenberg to the Liberty County line
• Diboll/Lufkin Relief Route (U.S. 59)
• Corrigan/Moscow Relief Route (U.S. 59)
• U.S. 59 from Shepherd to Livingston
• U.S. 59 from the Liberty County line to Cleveland
• Relief options for Houston
Discussions regarding the Segment Two Recommended Priorities included the following:
• Committee members discussed combining a relief route at Leggett with the
Corrigan/Moscow relief route priority section. It was concluded that an interchange to
provide access to FM 942 and SH 116 in Leggett should be included as an early
implementation opportunity.
• The Committee Chair commented that the relief options at Houston should provide
improved access to the ports and congestion relief in the Houston area. A committee
member asked what the affect of the Panama Canal improvements would be on all the
ports along the Texas coast. The Committee Chair answered that they could all
experience an increase in cargo traffic. It was agreed upon that this priority would remain
in the priorities editorially, but it is the committee members from the Houston area
responsibility to address this matter.
• A committee member noted that redesignation through the Houston area is an important
priority and that future improvements should be built out from either end of the interstate,
as funding becomes available. Additionally, he noted that improvements from Shepherd
to Livingston are important.
It was concluded the priority sections would remain the same, however, it will be emphasized
that they are listed in no particular order of preference and that resolving congestion in Corrigan
is critical.
Discussion of Early Implementation Opportunities:
Marc explained that this exercise is to identify individual projects within or outside of their priority
sections which have an immediate need or can be built independently as funding becomes
available. In the case of relief routes, the first step would be to initiate an environmental/route
location study that will engage the public, investigate environmental issues, initiate preliminary
design and ultimately produce a recommended alignment. The committee may wish to
recommend that relief routes are candidates for early implementation or identify smaller projects
such as interstate redesignations, new interchanges, safety improvements, adding control of
access, widenings, etc. The discussion was as follows:
• A committee member noted that Riggs Cemetery was recently designated as a State
Historical Site.
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Dennis Cooley, the TxDOT Lufkin District Engineer, noted that two improvement projects
on U.S. 59, north of Lufkin, are in the right-of-way acquisition process and should begin
construction soon.
The Committee Chair suggested that the MIS work for the Lufkin/Diboll relief route and
the environmental study done previously for Corrigan were good starts and could be
expanded upon.
A committee member commented that connectivity to FM 942 and SH 116 in Leggett is
needed for community access. Committee members agreed that an interchange at
Leggett is an early implementation opportunity.
Corrigan is the worst congestion spot on U.S. 59 and associated log trucks from the
Harden Mill add to the congestion.
Committee members agreed that during early implementation, environmental studies
need to begin for the Corrigan/Moscow relief route, the Lufkin/Diboll relief route, and for
U.S. 59 from Cleveland to the Montgomery County line.
A committee member inquired if high speed rail was being considered. Marc noted that
other segments have discussed freight rail but there have been no rail discussions by
this segment committee. Another committee member noted that passenger rail was
being added in the Houston area along U.S. 290, I-10 and I-45. The Committee Chair
suggested that to be visionary, rail needs to be considered as part of the future I-69
regional planning considerations and should be noted in the final report. The committee
members agreed with his recommendation. It was also concluded that provisions for rail
should be added to the Transportation Facilities to be Considered as part of I-69
Program map.

Marc requested that the committee members email him or Doise if they think of any other early
implementation opportunities.
Wrap Up:
Another committee member suggested that the public be advised of a comment cutoff date to
have the comments included in the final report. It was suggested this would be good to add to
the website.
Marc noted that the draft final committee report will be emailed to committee members well in
advance of the next meeting. The next meeting was tentatively scheduled for December 14,
2011 in the afternoon.
The committee also determined it would be beneficial to maintain their status as a group and to
meet periodically, but not regularly, to keep committee members in the loop.
The meeting was then adjourned.
Attachments:
1. Sign-In Sheet
2. Agenda and Presentation
3. Summary of the Segment Two Committee Open Houses
4. Summary of all the Segment Committee Public Outreach Efforts
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5. Public Outreach Activities Forms Received to-Date
6. Summary of Feedback Received from the Segment Committee Outreach Efforts June
through November 14, 2011
7. Segment Two Recommended Priorities Map

Meeting staff included:
Doise Miers-TxDOT, Marc Williams-Consultant, Tina Brown-Consultant, Deven RohrerConsultant
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Attachment 1
Sign-In Sheet
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Attachment 2
Agenda and Presentation

I‐69 Segment Two Committee Meeting
November 15, 2011

Meeting Agenda
Jim Wehmeier, Committee Chair
Marc Williams, Facilitator

• Welcome/Introductions
• Administrative/Announcements
• Next Steps and Remaining Committee Tasks
• Summary Update of Public Input & Assessment of
Outreach Efforts To‐Date
• Discussion of Committee Reports
• Verify Recommended Priorities
• Discuss Early Implementation Opportunities
• Report Feedback Activities
• Adjourn

Next Steps and Final
Committee Tasks
• Wrap up public outreach
activities and discuss public
comments
• Finalize priorities and
recommendations of the
Segment Committee
• Submit final recommendations
to the Advisory Committee

Public Outreach Summary
Update
Statewide

Segment 2

Activity Reports Submitted

109

28

Individuals Contacted

5347

791

Comment Cards Received

235

123

Internet Comments Received

187

26

Review Public Comments and
Remaining Activities
•
•
•
•

Confirm Record of Activity Reports
Note any Remaining Outreach Activities
Review Comments that May Require Action
Document Recommended Actions or
Responses

Recap of Committee Assessment of
Outreach Efforts To‐Date
What did you like about the process?
• Citizen driven nature
• Exciting for East Texas
• Good start to process
• The way information was distributed
• Opportunity to receive public feedback

What did you dislike about the process?
• Nothing
• Cumbersome

• Not knowing where it is going to go
• Not knowing about funding

What went well?
• Review of maps
• Benefit of I‐69

• Public involvement
• Process and presentation

What could be improved?
• Nothing
• More news articles
• More use of email lists, facebook, twitter, etc.

Final Committee Report
‐ Draft Table of Contents ‐
•
•

A Message from the Chair
A Citizens Plan for I‐69
–
–

•
•
•

I‐69 Segment Two Committee
Transportation Problems and Challenges
Recommended Highways to Serve as I‐69 and Connecting Facilities
–
–

•

Interstate Highway Requirements
Conceptual Interstate Layouts
Order of Magnitude Cost Estimates
Funding Requirements

Public Outreach
Committee Recommendations for I‐69
–
–

•

Recommended Interstate 69 Route
Other Recommended Facilities to Consider in I‐69 Planning

Development of Conceptual Interstate Layouts and Costs
–
–
–
–

•
•

Advisory Committee
Segment Committees

Segment Two Priorities
Early Implementation Opportunities

Conclusion and Next Steps

Verify Segment
Two
Recommended
Priorities

Discuss Committee
Recommendations for Early
Implementation Opportunities
• Examples:
– Redesignate Existing Sections Built to Interstate Standards
– Undertake Route Location/Environmental Studies for
Priority Sections
– New Grade Separation/Safety Improvement
– Control of Access Projects
– Widening
– Other Problem Areas

Report Feedback Activities
• Committee Assessment of Outreach Efforts To‐
Date (Use Comment Cards)
–
–
–
–

How did the public respond?
What did you like/dislike about the process?
What went well/could be improved?
Are further outreach efforts needed

• Review map of ‘Recommended Facilities to be
Considered for Development of I‐69’
• One‐on‐One Discussion of Early
Implementation Opportunities

I‐69 Segment Two Committee Meeting
November 15, 2011

I‐69 Driven by Texans Video
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Attachment 3
Summary of the Segment Two
Committee Open Houses
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Attachment 4
Summary of all the Segment
Committee Public Outreach
Efforts
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Attachment 5
Public Outreach Activities Forms
Received to-Date
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Attachment 6
Summary of Feedback Received
from the Segment Committee
Outreach Efforts June through
November 14, 2011
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Attachment 7
Segment Two Recommended
Priorities Map

