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Chapter 1 Project Overview 

Since the RM 620 Refinement Study is over 650 pages long, this summary was created to 
give the public a detailed overview of major findings. Greater detail may be found by following 
references to the complete Study. 

1-A. Refinement Study Purpose 

This Study is a continuation of the 2017 RM 620 Feasibility Study. It enhances the 
study of RM 620 from the Colorado River bridge to US 183/SH 45. The Feasibility Study 
recommended RM 620 be expanded due to existing and projected traffic demand. 
Although the Feasibility Study was conclusive on some issues, it recognized the 
proposed major expansion of RM 620 from RM 2222 to US 183 needed confirmation 
as to the number, purpose, and composition of lanes as well as the alignment and 
width of right of way (ROW). Furthermore, the cost of construction had to be balanced 
with the cost and impact of additional ROW in a well-developed corridor. All this was 
beyond the scope of the original study. 

What was conclusive was the adequacy of four lanes from the Colorado River bridge 
to just south of Quinlan Park Road, six lanes from Quinlan Park to RM 2222, and the 
immediate need of at least six lanes from Quinlan Park Road all the way to US 183. It 
was also conclusive on the need for medians in the north. The need for medians has 
been confirmed by the number of interim medians installed from the Colorado River to 
RM 2222 and a growing request for them further north. Lastly, it confirmed the lack of 
reasonable alternative routes.  

1-B. Refinement Study Goals and Brief Results 

1. Confirm the need for 10 lanes from RM 2222 to US 183. 

Need for 10 lanes by 2045 was confirmed through extensive traffic modeling of 
four scenarios. (See Study Section 7) 

2. Compare at-grade versus elevated sections. 

Use of elevated roadway to reduce the amount of additional ROW needed for future 
improvements proved infeasible. After the elevated cross section was updated to 
current freight corridor standards, the reduction in ROW width would still not 
prevent substantial impact to adjacent tracts in those areas where existing ROW 
was tightest. Therefore, the ROW savings would not offset the substantial increase 
in cost of the elevated structures.  

3. Consider alternative design strategies. 

Various scenarios looked at optimal alignment which is a compromise of roadway 
design speeds, access, traffic capacity and impact to adjacent land uses. Options 
A, B, C and D are discussed below as well as some other alternatives applicable to 
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specific sections of the roadway. The preferred alternative D performs best and 
minimizes elevated roadway to necessary overpasses and ramps to US 183. 

4. Analyze the controlled access mainlanes as HOV lanes (High occupancy vehicles 
e.g. carpools or buses). 

Although the Feasibility Study vision of the mainlanes was for through traffic 
managed by toll or usage, the concept does not fit the nature of the current or 
projected traffic. Limiting use of the controlled access main lanes for HOV shifts 
traffic to the adjoining service lanes. There is not enough projected HOV demand 
to adequately utilize the mainlanes and subsequently the service roads become 
overloaded. 

5. Develop a phasing plan. 

If the recommended Option D is selected, the potential construction phases are: 

Table 1. Option D Potential Construction Phases 

Phase Description Cost 

Phase One:  Anderson Mill Road Standalone Intersection Improvements $43M 

Phase Two:  Restripe RM 620 from RM 2222 to Anderson Mill Rd. to seven 
lanes 

$2M 

Phase Three:  Expand RM 620 from Quinlan Park Road to RM 2222 to six lanes 
[with the option of flyover from westbound RM 2222 to 
southbound RM 620] 

$35M 
[$39M] 

 
Phase Four:  Freeway section from Anderson Mill Road to US 183 - construct 

four-lane divided freeway, 2-3 lane frontage roads, ramps and 
flyovers 

$181M 

Phase Five:  Freeway section from RM 2222 to Anderson Mill Road - construct 
four-lane divided freeway, 2-3 lane frontage roads, and ramps 

$387M 

Total Estimated Cost $648M 
*Phase 1 and 2 are estimated in 2025 dollars. Phase 3 is estimated in 2035 dollars. Phase 4 and 5 are estimated 
in 2045 dollars. Phasing is dependent on ROW, utilities, and funding. 

1-C. Existing Facility and Problem 

RM 620 from SH 71 in the City of Bee Cave to US 183 in the City of Austin is typically 
a four-lane roadway divided with a continuous left-turn lane (See Figure 1). It handles 
35-50,000 trips per day (well over the design standard for this type roadway). The 
roadway provides the main and, in many cases, the sole connection to adjacent areas. 
The current design with a continuous left-turn lane provides little regulation of turning 
movements. This freedom to make crossings and turns at will, while beneficial at lower 
traffic levels, now leads to more incidents. These incidents can result in blocking many, 
if not all, lanes. This adds to congestion, complicates emergency response and 
potentially hinders the highway’s use for evacuation.  
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RM 620 lies along an environmentally sensitive route and, in many cases, is the only 
road that connects neighborhoods and businesses to the surrounding areas. Since the 
area has proved highly susceptible to wildfires, it also acts as an evacuation route.  

 
Figure 1. Existing Typical Section 

1-D. Environmental Factors  

Natural and man-made environmental factors were thoroughly reviewed and are 
covered in Study Section 4.0. The most significant constraints stem from the proximity 
of Balcones Canyonlands Preserve, endangered species, Edwards Aquifer Recharge 
Zone, karst features, and significant development adjacent to the existing ROW. An 
even more thorough analysis will be done during the subsequent environmental phase 
of each project. 

1-E. Public Involvement  

Since extensive public involvement outreach was done during the Feasibility Study, it 
was more focused within the Refinement Study. In addition to the survey, outreach was 
aimed at neighborhood/homeowner associations and the public official’s group.   

Public involvement outreach revealed a strong desire for a safe, reliable, uncongested 
route as there are not adequate alternative routes in this area. There are public 
concerns regarding roadway expansion, ROW acquisition, congestion, noise, and 
tolling. The public supports a design that balances ROW width, environmental impacts, 
constructability, and social and economic impacts. Details can be found in the Study 
Section 5.0. 

1-F. Corridor Alternatives  

To address the future mobility needs of the corridor, four improvement scenarios were 
developed in Study Section 6.0. Elevated Option A was a continuation from the 
scenario presented in the Feasibility Study and consisted of elevated travel lanes from 
US 183 to RM 2222 with flyovers at RM 2222 and no intermediate access ramps. 
Options B through D featured grade-separated mainlanes through parts of the corridor 
to provide a controlled access alternative for longer-distance or through trips. The 
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options vary from each other primarily in the number and location of access points 
(entrance and exit ramps) to and from the grade-separated mainlanes. 

1-G. Safety Analysis 

The results of the RM 620 Feasibility Study found that motorists traveling on RM 620 
experience significant traffic-related delays during morning and evening peak times. 
The resulting congestion and existing road configuration impacts safety and greatly 
reduces mobility. Converting the center two-way left-turn lane into a divided freeway 
section with controlled opening for access points would provide a safer bypass at the 
major intersections and improve traffic flow along the corridor. Since the corridor is a 
wildfire emergency route, the proposed freeway section would greatly improve the 
safety routes during emergency situations between Steiner Ranch Boulevard and US 
183. Local traffic would still be able to access commercial and residential areas with 
the proposed frontage roads which are separate from the freeway section. Pedestrian 
safety improvements are also being addressed with the proposed continuous 
bike/pedestrian shared-use path along the corridor.  

1‐H. Traffic Analysis  

As mentioned previously, the RM 620 corridor between the Colorado River and US 183 
is congested today, particularly near the intersections with RM 2222 and Anderson 
Mill Road. Queues are observed extending as much as 2 to 3 miles from these 
intersections during peak periods. 

Traffic conditions in the RM 620 corridor were evaluated using a combination of field 
observations of demand, travel times, and origin-destination patterns. Travel demand 
forecasting and analysis tools were used to understand future growth in the corridor 
and evaluate operations. The Refinement Study traffic analysis focused only on the 
transportation benefits of the long-term improvements and went into to a much greater 
detail than the Feasibility Study. In addition to intersection delay and level of service 
metrics, the Refinement Study also considered vehicle throughput, travel time savings, 
queueing patterns, and other tangible traffic enhancement metrics. An extensive traffic 
analysis can be found in the Study Section 7.0. 
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Chapter 2 Build Scenarios 

2-A. No Build Option 

RM 620 would be as it is today with the completion of the RM 2222 Bypass and 
Anderson Mill Standalone Intersection projects. 

RM 2222 Bypass Improvements 

The RM 2222 intersection at RM 620 is one of the highest demand locations in Travis 
County and operates over capacity for much of the AM and PM peak periods. The 
concept is to split the RM 620 traffic at RM 2222 between two intersections. The 
existing intersection will facilitate traffic to/from the north and the new bypass will 
handle traffic to and from the south. The improvements are being built in two projects 
as detailed below and as illustrated in Figure 2.  

1. Project 1 

 On RM 2222, add a through-travel lane eastbound from Bonaventure Drive to 
Sitio Del Rio Boulevard and westbound from Ribelin Ranch Drive to River Place 
Boulevard. Turn lanes and raised medians would be built within the project 
limits.  

2. Project 2 

 Provide a new bypass route between RM 620 and RM 2222. The bypass 
intersects RM 620 approximately 2,200 feet south of the existing 
RM 620/RM 2222 intersection and connects to RM 2222 approximately 
2,300 feet east of the existing intersection.  

 Provide signals at the bypass intersections with RM 620 and RM 2222. 
 Widen RM 620 northbound to three lanes between Steiner Ranch Boulevard 

and the new RM 2222 Bypass. The rightmost lane becomes a right-turn lane to 
RM 2222 Bypass road.  

Figure 2. Outline of RM 2222 Improvement Projects 
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Anderson Mill Standalone Improvements 

The Anderson Mill Road intersection is the primary source of congestion in the corridor 
between RM 2222 and US 183. The project is in the initial phases of design. The 
following elements were considered in our analysis and may change as design 
progresses: 

 Divide the RM 620 existing mainlanes between Hatch Road and Foundation Road. 
Eliminate median crossings except at Anderson Mill Road and El Salido Parkway. 

 Remove the signals at the intersections of RM 620 and Plaza Volente Drive and 
Hatch Road. RM 620 lanes will be unsignalized while intersecting minor streets will 
be right in/out with stop signs. 

 Widen RM 620 southbound between El Salido Parkway and Anderson Mill Road to 
three lanes.  

 Widen RM 620 northbound between approximately 900 feet south of Plaza 
Volente Drive and Anderson Mill Road to three lanes. 

 Provide a grade-separated bypass for the northbound and southbound traffic on 
RM 620 between Hatch Road and Plaza Volente Drive, stretching across the 
signalized intersections of Anderson Mill Road and El Salido Parkway. The bypass 
is one lane in each direction.  

The Anderson Mill and RM 2222 Bypass improvements are included in all build 
options, with some minor modifications to fit with each scenario. It is anticipated that 
both projects will improve traffic operations and safety. 

2-B. Option A (2017 Modified) 

The 2017 Feasibility Study featured Option A to minimize property acquisition along a 
narrow ROW lined with commercial and residential properties. It consisted of four 

Figure 3. Original Option A Typical Section 
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elevated mainlanes with access only at each end - RM 2222 to US 183/SH 45N. The 
three lane frontage roads in each direction would be tucked under the elevated 
structure (See Figure 3). The study indicated that this approach might be most 
appropriate from Anderson Mill Road to US 183. It was also suggested that the 
elevated lanes could be “managed lanes” either tolled or HOV (high occupancy 
vehicles only). The Feasibility Study concluded with the recommendation that this 
option be analyzed to compare the cost and effectiveness of such a structure versus 
acquiring addition ROW.  

This Refinement Study evaluated this option for concerns associated with the added 
cost of a fully elevated roadway and to determine if some portions could be at-grade. 
In addition, new TxDOT guidance was released where RM 620 was listed as part of the 
Texas Highway Freight Network. As part of this designation, an 18.5 foot vertical 
clearance is required, and the design must accommodate semi-trucks. After analyzing 
turning movements of a semi-truck vehicle, it was concluded that the separation 
distance between the RM 620 northbound and southbound lanes would need a much 
wider ROW footprint to accommodate U-turns. With U-turns considered at four 
intersections, the benefit of the ROW savings that was provided by Option A is reduced.  

Another challenge identified was the frontage roads would need to transition out from 
under the mainlanes at every intersection approach, with and without U-turns, to allow 
for turning movements.  Between high speed design criteria used on the mainlanes 
and crossings between a half mile to mile apart, there was no reasonable location 
identified to drop the elevated lanes, accommodate needed on/off access ramps, 
raise the roadway profile and tuck the frontage roads back for an extended period. 
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The 2017 conceptual design consisted of a single bridge structure located in the 
median and overhanging the at-grade six-lane section (See Figure 3).  A preliminary 
structural analysis was completed to determine preliminary bridge sizing for 
constructability purposes and determine construction costs. The results of the analysis 
determined a larger than average bridge dual structure would be needed (See Figure 
4 ).  An 18.5 foot vertical clearance is required for the portion of bridge overhanging 
the RM 620 at-grade lanes. The difference between the top of pavement 
between -mainlanes- and frontage roads would be significantly higher than what would 
be typically expected on a standard elevated section to accommodate the special 
bridge component design. This option would require approximately six miles of 
elevated bridge structure between RM 2222 and US 183. 

In addition, RM 620 mainlanes would access RM 2222 via proposed flyovers over 
RM 620 and RM 2222 intersection. The existing driveway crossings along RM 2222 
provide no room to immediately merge the flyovers onto RM 2222 without denying 
access to multiple private properties. The elevated structures would continue south as 
elevated lanes adjacent to the newly constructed RM 2222 for approximately one mile, 
crossing over multiple driveways and the RM 2222 bypass, until tying down east of 
River Place Boulevard. The bridge column placement would hinder or reduce sight 
distance for traffic exiting the driveways and would also impact newly constructed 
roadway and utility relocation. 

The 2017 Modified Option A was discontinued due to its impractical bridge section 
design, limited opportunities to provide entrance/exit ramps, constructability 
concerns, increase in construction cost, and sight distance limitations associated with 
this option.  

Figure 4. Modified Option A Typical Section 
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2-C. Option B 

Option B most closely represents the at-grade option recommended in the Feasibility 
Study. It combines dividing/widening of the existing arterial lanes to frontage lanes 
and adds four mainlanes within the median from south of RM 2222 to US 183. The 
details of the improvements are given below: 

 Divide four lanes from Colorado River Bridge to Marshall Ford Road with raised 
median (See Figure 5).  

 Widen RM 620 between Marshall Ford Road and south of RM 2222 with three 
lanes in each direction (See Figure 6). 

 Construct two at-grade non-tolled mainlanes in each direction (See Figure 7) 
between the RM 2222 bypass and US 183. The south end would connect to 
RM 620 between RM 2222 and the planned RM 2222 bypass; the north end of 
the mainlanes would connect directly to SH 45 at the interchange with US 183. 

Figure 5. Proposed Typical Section – 4 Lane 

Figure 6. Proposed Typical Section – 6 Lane 
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 Construct three-lane frontage roads on both sides of mainlanes from RM 2222 to 
US 183. 

 Eliminate median crossings except at RM 2222, Wilson Parke Avenue, South 
Boulder Lane, North Boulder Lane, Anderson Mill Road, El Salido Parkway, Lake 
Creek Parkway, and Ridgeline Boulevard. This prohibits left-turn movements to and 
from RM 620 at the following intersections:  

o Four Points Drive 
o Concordia University Drive 
o H-E-B Drive 
o Plaza Volente Drive 
o Hatch Road 
o Deerbrook Trail 

 Mainlanes connect to RM 620 and other roadways at the following locations, as 
illustrated in Figure 8: 

o Flyover direct connectors to/from RM 2222 and north RM 620.  
o Northbound entrance and southbound exit ramps at South Boulder Lane. 
o Northbound entrance and southbound exit ramps at Lake Creek Parkway. 
o Flyovers to/from US 183N in the 2045 horizon year only. This connection 

allows access to the Lake Creek Parkway ramps as per Figure 12. 

Figure 7. At-Grade Main Lanes Between Overpasses 
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Figure 8 shows the lane configurations along the corridor and details are shown in 
Appendix I. 

  

Figure 8. Ultimate B Build Scenario Location Map 
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2-D. Option C 

Developed concurrently with Option B. The two scenarios are similar, but with a few 
distinct differences. The following points highlight the differences from Option B:  

 Extend the southern terminus of the mainlanes to just beyond Comanche Trail.  
 Reduce the number of frontage lanes from 3 to 2 per direction between Comanche 

Trail and the RM 2222 bypass and prohibit left-turn movements to and from 
RM 620 at Comanche Trail and Steiner Ranch Boulevard (See Figure 9). 

 Remove the flyovers to/from RM 2222. Replace this movement by adding a pair of 
northbound entrance and southbound exit ramps at Four Points Drive.  

 Remove the northbound entrance and southbound exit ramps at Lake Creek 
Parkway. 

 Add a northbound exit and southbound entrance ramps at North Boulder Lane. 

 

Figure 9. Main Lanes at RM 2222 Bypass 
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Details of lane configurations along the corridor are shown in Figure 10 and in 
Appendix J. 

2-E.  Option D (Recommended Option) 

Built upon the successful elements of Option B and C. 

 Southern terminus of the main lanes is the RM 2222 bypass and the frontage lanes 
are three lanes per direction, as in Option B.  

 Prohibit left-turns from RM 620 to the RM 2222 bypass and barrier protected left-
turns from the RM 2222 bypass to RM 620. This allows uninterrupted flow of traffic 
on southbound RM 620.  

 Add a third southbound RM 620 left turning lane at RM 2222. 

Figure 10. Ultimate C Build Scenario Location Map 

Figure 11. Typical Option D Section w/ Ramps Approaching Overpasses 



 

 
Page 17 

 Exclude the flyovers to/from RM 2222 and include northbound entrance and 
southbound exit ramps at Four Points Drive as in Option C. Add median crossing at 
Four Points Drive allowing left-turn movements.  

 Reduce the frontage lanes to two lanes per direction between the Four Points 
access ramps and the North Boulder Lane access ramps. 

 Include the northbound entrance and southbound exit ramps at South Boulder 
Lane and northbound exit and southbound entrance ramps at North Boulder Lane  

 Include the northbound entrance and southbound exit ramps at Lake Creek 
Parkway in 2045.  

 Add a signalized median crossing at the intersection of RM 620 and Little Elm Trail 
synchronized with Lake Creek Parkway. 

 Cross-sections as per Figure 7, Figure 9, and Figure 11. 
 Modify the alignment so the ramps access the flyovers with US 183N only, not 

SH 45 (Figure 12). 

 

Figure 12. Lake Creek Pkwy Access in Ultimate Options B and D 
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Details of lane configurations along the corridor are shown in Figure 13 and included 
in Appendix K. 

Figure 13. Ultimate D Build Scenario Location Map 
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Chapter 3 Additional Alternatives 

3-A. Compact Design Alternative  

To model the impact of using reduced design standards on ROW width, a compact 
design was considered from east of El Salido Parkway to Ridgeline Boulevard. Two 
separate alternatives were generated, one with, and one without access ramps 
between the ultimate frontage roads and mainlanes and are referred to as Compact 
Design A and B, respectively.  

Both options incorporated the following design considerations: 

 Design speed of mainlanes reduced to 55 mph. 
 Lane widths of mainlanes and frontage roads reduced from 12 to 11 feet. 
 Inside and outside ramp shoulders reduced from 4 feet and 8 feet to 2 feet and 6 

feet, respectively. 
 No consideration of right-turn lanes or U-turns. 

The additional ROW for ramps within Compact Design A begin at Blue Ridge Drive and 
continue to the east. As a result, the ROW need increases at locations where property 
impacts were already considered significant.  

The estimated ROW need was calculated for both conceptual designs, from east of El 
Salido Parkway to Ridgeline Boulevard, and compared with the estimated ROW need 
developed for the Refinement Study. The table below illustrates the amount of 
estimated ROW needed if either Compact A or B were considered.  

Table 2. Estimated ROW Reduction for Compact A or B 
Compact Design Reduced ROW Need (in Acres) 

A (With ramps) 17.0 

B (W/out ramps) 16.0 

Ultimate Conceptual Design 24.6 

Ultimately, the compact design could result in two fewer displacements when 
compared to the conceptual design developed in the refinement study. For a full 
comparison of the compact design versus the refinement study Option D, see Appendix 
O. 
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Quinlan Road Modifications 

Figure 14 shows a proposed design alternative with a dedicated right-turn lane onto 
Quinlan Park Road from northbound RM 620. Traffic turning right onto RM 620 would 
also have a dedicated right-turn lane. A detailed analysis of this intersection design is 
recommended during schematic design to verify operational improvements from a 
dedicated right-turn lane when compared to dual, signalized right-turn lanes. 

3-B. Unresolved Issue  

ROW impacts Anderson Mill Road to Deerbrook Trail – Since the inception of the 
SH 45N Toll Road, there has been an ongoing debate as to which side of RM 620 ROW 
should be acquired. The City of Cedar Park with its mostly commercial land use borders 
one side and the City of Austin with its mostly residential land use borders the other. 
The existing ROW from US 183 to Deerbrook Trail bordering Lakeline Mall was 
acquired during the development of SH 45N and is to the north of the existing ROW.  
All improvement options require a minimum width of 208 feet. The existing ROW in this 
area is 93’ - 100’. Typically, the residential lots backing on the ROW are 100’ -  110’ 
deep and are at the head of cul-de-sacs. Typical commercial tract depths are 
150’ – 400’.  

If the proposed 300’ ROW width was split between both sides, it would require the 
acquisition of properties on both sides, greatly increasing ROW costs. Although the 
commercial tracts on the north are deeper, the buildings are typically close to the 
roadway so the structures would be impacted making the acquisition of the entire tract 
likely. If ROW is acquired from the south side, it would require more properties as well 
as negatively impact the community structure of the residential areas by severing the 
cul-de-sacs. If the ROW were acquired from the north side, deeper property depths 

Figure 14. Quinlan Park Alternative Configuration 
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would allow for a wider ROW footprint, fewer elevated structures and less expensive 
roadway construction. Table 3 below summarizes the potential ROW impacts within 
the Cities of Austin and Cedar Park for the north or south alignment. 

 Alternate Alignments 
ROW Needs in Acres Row Needs in Parcels 

Additional ROW Comes from 
this side * North South North South 

City of Austin + ETJ 

Commercial/Industrial 0.01 13.6 1 15 

Residential 0.0 14.0 0 86 

Subtotal 0.01 27.6 1 101 

City of Cedar Park + ETJ 

Commercial/Industrial 30.1 2.2 43 8 

Residential 0 0 4 0 

Subtotal 30.7 2.2 47 8 
 

TOTAL 30.7 29.8 48 109 

* Assumes RM 620 aligns east/west 

 

Since the increased ROW has already been acquired on the north side at the US 
183/SH 45 intersection and the proposed alignment of the Anderson Mill Standalone 
project is also on the north side, from an engineering design perspective it makes 
sense to maintain this alignment for the segment in between. This minimizes the 
number of tracts to acquire, makes best use of the existing roadway during 
construction, allows for a lower cost and more effective layout for the roadway. This is 
what Option D is proposing. 

However, TxDOT will continue to coordinate with the local governments and 
stakeholders to properly address the impacts caused by the proposed alignment with 
the objective to improve transportation facilities in the region. Based on feedback 
received from the local agencies/stakeholders, TxDOT can proceed with appropriate 
design and construction of a facility that will improve both safety, mobility and long-
term economic viability of the region. 

3-C. Findings 
In general, all the scenarios improve mobility in the corridor. They feature substantially 
more throughput than the No Build condition, including higher travel speeds for both 
local and long-distance traffic. Essentially, these scenarios would help meet future 
demand in the corridor and allow for higher speeds than what drivers currently 
experience in the corridor at most locations today. 

Table 3. Impacts of RM 620 Right of Way Acquisition in Williamson County 
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Option D was designed to capture the most effective elements of Options B and C, and 
minimize congestion created by the access points into the mainlanes. This scenario 
features substantially higher throughput in the corridor (nearly 100% higher than a No 
Build condition) with relatively little congestion in the mainlanes. With most through 
traffic shifting from frontage roads to mainlanes, frontage roads operate better than in 
the No Build condition. 

Multiple options were evaluated to address existing and increased future traffic 
congestion due to growth in the region. To develop an accurate depiction of future 
RM 620 needs, engineering information, current land use, environmental constraints, 
ROW requirements, and stakeholder and public input were examined during the study. 
The results of each of these analyses were summarized and scored in the comparison 
matrices detailed in Study Section 8.0 and summarized below in Appendix C from the 
Refinement Study. The scoring is based on the combined scores from each category 
with the lowest number being the best ranking. Therefore, the lowest score reflects the 
least amount of impacts to environmental, public opinion, traffic, and engineering 
components for the corridor. 

Based on the combined scores of the Environmental, Public Opinion, Traffic, and 
Engineering Comparisons, Option D performed the best scoring with a 39. It was 
followed closely by the No Build Scenario with a score of 41. The No Build Scenario 
achieved its score based on lack of environmental impacts but fails to address the 
traffic congestion and safety issues expressed by the public. Therefore, a No Build 
scenario would not meet the future goals and needs of the RM 620 corridor. 

Overall, Option D scored significantly better when compared to Options B and C. 
Option D and addresses the issues of most concern to the public. It is the best fit and 
recommended option for long term RM 620 improvements as seen in Appendix C. 
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Chapter 4 Next Steps 

The Refinement Study does not include the development of a final schematic or construction 
plans. As of December 2020, no construction funds have been programmed for any interim 
or ultimate build option. Implementation of the corridor improvements would be subject to 
subsequent development steps (See Figure 15) including , public involvement, interest from 
local government agencies, environmental approvals, and detailed engineering design. The 
RM 620 North corridor, whether in its entirety or phased, will need to advance into schematic 
design and environmental study, where the public will be able to review the designs and 
provide comment. Subsequent phases will determine the final ROW footprint, and 
construction plans would be developed prior to letting for construction. 

Once local government support is received, the intention is to proceed with the environmental 
study and design of the Anderson Mill Standalone Project and construct it as soon as funding 
is available. A Public Meeting is tentatively scheduled for early 2021 to provide the public the 
opportunity for input. 

 
Figure 15. Standard Project Timetable 


