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Survey Purpose: The survey was timed to engage stakeholders and the public about 
priorities, needs, and issues prior to the development of potential improvements.

TEXAS
CORRIDOR STUDY

METROQUEST SURVEY
SUMMARY RESULTS

The Freight, Trade, and Connectivity Section of the Texas Department of Transportation’s 
(TxDOT) Transportation Planning and Programming Division developed an interactive 
public survey tool to gather information from stakeholders and the public as part of the 
I-20 Texas Corridor Study. 

TxDOT used a survey tool called MetroQuest. Participants could access the English and 
Spanish versions of the survey via the project web page. The survey could have been 
taken on a computer, smart phone, or tablet. If requested, a paper copy of the survey 
was made available. You can access a link to a demo copy of the survey. Participants 
are guided through a series of five screens that provide project information and gather 
important input.

Spanish version of survey on smartphone

46 days 7,926 people 64% mobile 7 Districts
The survey was available from 
10/25/2021 to 12/10/2021

7,915 people took the English 
version of the survey and 11 took 

the Spanish version

64% of people took the survey 
on a mobile device compared to 

36% via a web browser

Seven TxDOT Districts are 
impacted by I-20 and helped 

advertise the study
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PARTICIPATION SUMMARY

Shown for I-20 Study Area,  
participants self-reported their  
ZIP code. 

Web
browser,

 36% Mobile
Device, 

64% 

2,121 participants (11/29/21) >>

https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/projects/studies/statewide/i20-corridor-study.html
https://demo.metroquestsurvey.com/?u=pd2b2l#!/?p=web&pm=dynamic&s=1&popup=WTD


MARK UP THE MAP  
Participants were asked to drag and drop at least three map markers.  
Common themes are shown below.

WHAT IS IMPORTANT TO YOU? (RANK YOUR TOP THREE)  
Participants were asked to rank their top three priorities from a list of six priorities, with an option to suggest their own. 

First Second Third Total
Reduce congestion

Ti
m

es
 R

an
ke

d

2,981 2,177 1,216 6,374
Reduce crashes 2,119 2,047 1,267 5,433

Improve access on and off I-20 741 1,310 1,693 3,744
Support economic development 429 606 1,206 2,241

Maintain what is in place 409 475 779 1,663
Increase multimodal options 216 254 477 947

Other priority 147 94 241 482
7,177 participants responded to this question

89% of 
participants 
listed reduce 
congestion as 
one of their top 
three priorities.

TYPES OF MAP MARKERS

Safety 
Concern

Traffic 
Concern

Maintenance 
Issue

Access Issue Point of 
Interest

Other

I-20/I-10 split ices 
causing congestion

Congestion 
near US 385

Access issues 
at SL 338

Heavy truck traffic 
(oil fields) in Stanton

Multiple issues at 
I-20 & US 84, SH 70

Safety & traffic concerns 
at US 277 ramps

Change from 3 lanes to 2 
lanes in Weatherford

Safety concerns on rainy conditions in Kaufman 
County and change from 3 to 2 lanes 

Congestion due to recurring event in Canton, TX

Safety & traffic concerns due to 
ramp issues at I-20/US 69

Ramp issues at 
I-20/US 259

Congestion & 
access issues near 
I-20/SL 281

Access & safety issue at  
I-20/TL 49

Safety & traffic 
concerns at I-20/I-30

Congestion at the I-20, I-635, 
and US 175 Interchanges

Access improvements 
at SL 322

Bad pavement conditions 
at I-20/US 283Grooved pavement 

in Howard County

Congestion & safety 
issues at the US 285 

interchange

COMMENTS BY 
MARKER TYPE IN THE 

STUDY AREA

48.5%,
Traffic Concern

28.5%,
Safety Concern

10%,
Access Issue

10%,
Maintenance Issue

2%, Point of Interest 1%, Other

21,500 markers were 
dropped on the map.
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16,520 (77%) of all the markers dropped on the map 
marker screen were related to safety or traffic concerns. The 
project team analyzed the input received and will use it as 
improvement options are developed. Common themes across 
the corridor include: 

	■ High traffic and congestion in some areas
	■ Locations of crashes
	■ Short ramps and/or merge lanes
	■ Frontage road issues (access, discontinuous, pavement 
condition)

	■ Concerns related to roadway construction
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TRAVEL SURVEY: HOW DO YOU USE I-20? 
Participants were asked to how, when and why they use I-20, they were also asked about closures and alternative routes.

HOW OFTEN DO YOU TRAVEL ON I-20?WHY DO YOU TRAVEL ON I-20? 

HOW OFTEN ARE  
YOU IMPACTED BY  
CLOSURES ON I-20?

WHAT IS THE USUAL  
CAUSE OF THE CLOSURE?

45% 28% 15% 10% 3%

Daily Weekly Monthly Several times 
per year

Never

WHEN YOU 
CANNOT  
USE I-20,  
WHAT ROUTES 
DO YOU USE?

Participants were asked to check all that apply.

WHAT CONCERNS DO YOU HAVE 
FOR THE FUTURE OF I-20?

World cloud generated at 
wordclouds.com
Words are emphasized based 
on the frequency in which 
they appeared.

Respondents were asked the 
open-ended question: Planning for 

the future of I-20: What concerns 
do you have for the future of I-20? 
5,212 people provided responses. 
The word cloud highlights themes 

from those responses.

87% of 
respondents 
have been  

re-routed off 
of I-20.

MORE INFORMATION AT WWW.TXDOT.GOV 
SEARCH I-20 CORRIDOR STUDY

73% of participants use I-20 daily or weekly.

More than
5 times per

year, 20%

1-5 times 
per year,
34%

More than
once a month,

25%

At least
once per

month, 18%

Never, 3%

Crash

Construction

Traffic

Winter weather

Flooding

Special event

6,172

5,156

4,209

653

123

102

6,423 to get to another city

for recreation

to get to work

to get around town

for work (ex: professional driver)

for school

3,894

3,641

3,635

1,418

766

Frontage roads

Local roads

Other highway

4,720

4,151

2,809

DBF_Pct_1Top
DBF_Pct_3Top
DBF_Pct_4Top
DBF_Pct_5Top
https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/projects/studies/statewide/i20-corridor-study.html
https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/projects/studies/statewide/i20-corridor-study.html
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