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1 Introduction 
The Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) has established a partnership with the Gulf Coast 
Rail District (GCRD) to conduct a study and develop feasible and reasonable transit alternative(s) 
for the US 90A corridor. This corridor, which serves both Harris County and Fort Bend County, 
has been considered for transit improvements multiple times over the years and has been 
included as an element in previous long-range transit plans formulated by H-GAC, the 
Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County (METRO), and others. Many of these plans have 
suggested commuter rail (CRT) running parallel to US 90A as a high-capacity transit solution for 
this corridor. However, there are significant obstacles to the implementation of this type of modal 
option in this corridor, necessitating the consideration of other alignments and technologies. 

1.1 Project Description 
The US 90A corridor parallels the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) Glidden Subdivision and passes 
through some of Fort Bend County’s most significant and growing urban developments, including 
the cities of Missouri City, Stafford, Sugar Land, Richmond, and Rosenberg, as well as 
communities in Southwest Houston. At the corridor’s eastern end is the Texas Medical Center 
(TMC), a major employment center that is the destination for many Fort Bend County commuters. 
US 90A itself does not currently have any transit priority infrastructure, even though it provides a 
key connection between Fort Bend County and the TMC. 

1.2 Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to assess the technological and economic feasibility of establishing 
and operating efficient commuter transit service along this corridor, using modal options, 
including light rail transit (LRT) and bus rapid transit (BRT), which could significantly benefit 
mobility within the region. The goal of this study is to generate feasible and reasonable transit 
alternative(s) for this corridor so that the GCRD can advance into a more detailed study and 
analysis, with an eye toward implementation of corridor improvements. Improvements along the 
corridor would require coordination between GCRD and other area jurisdictions. 
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2 Existing Conditions 
US 90A and the parallel UPRR tracks extend approximately 26 miles from the vicinity of the 
Fannin South Transit Center at the corner of Fannin Street and West Bellfort Avenue to 1st Street 
(State Highway (SH) 36) in Rosenberg. In addition to the area served by US 90A and UPRR, 
portions of Sugar Land served by IH-69/US 59 and Missouri City served by Fort Bend Parkway 
Toll Road are included in the Study Area. Using a 3-mile travelshed around these potential travel 
corridors creates a large Study Area covering a large portion of southwest Harris County and 
eastern Fort Bend County as shown in Figure 2-1. Naturally, such a large Study Area includes a 
variety of neighborhoods, communities, and associated land uses. 

Figure 2-1 US 90A Transit Corridor Study Area 

 
 
This chapter will present a summary of the existing conditions found in the Study Area. This 
information will help identify where people live, where they work, how they travel, and the 
challenges and opportunities to provide fast, efficient commuter service. 

2.1 Demographics 
Harris and Fort Bend Counties are among the top ten counties in the United States with the 
highest population growth over the past two years, according to the US Census Bureau.1 US 
Census Decennial data shows that Fort Bend County has averaged 77 percent growth per 
decade since 1970, growing from 52,315 to over 822,000 people as of 2020. The Study Area 

 
1 https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2024/population-estimates-more-counties-population-gains-2023.html. 
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contains 695,861 residents in the communities along US 90A listed in Table 2-2. A portion of the 
Study Area extends into southwest Harris County and southeastern Houston, home to 
approximately 2.3 million people (US Census Bureau, 2020). 

Fort Bend County claims to be the most diverse county in Texas.2 Harris County, and the City of 
Houston in particular, are also recognized as being very diverse.3 Table 2-1 also lists the Study 
Area’s diverse character compared to Fort Bend and Harris Counties. 

The data shows that the Study Area is relatively balanced in ethnic representation, with Hispanics 
being the largest ethnicity at 30 percent and Asians the smallest ethnicity at 17 percent. Whites 
and Blacks make up 25 percent and 26 percent, respectively, while three percent identify as 
Other. Compared to the Fort Bend County and Harris County breakdown, in Table 2-1, there is 
an even greater balance among the ethnic breakdown in Fort Bend County, with the Asian 
population rising to 21 percent and the Hispanic population dropping to 25 percent. In Harris 
County the Hispanic population rises to 44 percent and the Asian population decreases to seven 
percent. 

Table 2-1 Study Area Demographics 

Category Study Area % 
Ft. Bend 
County 

% Harris County % 

Total Population 695,861  806,497  4,697,957  

     White 171,466 25% 251,084 31% 1,327,632 28% 

     Black 179,413 26% 160,594 20% 868,262 18% 

     Hispanic 210,285 30% 201,001 25% 2,049,914 44% 

     Asian 116,214 17% 167,327 21% 327,705 7% 

     Other 18,483 3% 26,491 3% 124,444 3% 

Employment       

     Employment 399,039  214,210  2,306,717  

Households       

     Households 249,265  259,106  1,658,503  

Household Income       

     Mean Income  
     (2021 dollars) 

$92,624  $128,974  $97,219  

Vehicles / Household       

     0 16,501 7% 7,428 3% 106,701 6% 

 
2 https://www.niche.com/places-to-live/c/fort-bend-county-tx/, 2022. 
3 https://www.census.gov/library/visualizations/interactive/racial-and-ethnic-diversity-in-the-united-states-2010-and-2020-
census.html. 
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Category Study Area % 
Ft. Bend 
County 

% Harris County % 

     1 82,201 33% 54,963 21% 571,693 34% 

     2 99,546 40% 125,919 49% 645,573 39% 

     3 35,634 14% 49,774 19% 231,152 14% 

     More 15,483 6% 21,022 8% 103,384 6% 

English Proficiency       

     None 16,935 2% 10,491 1% 191,305 4% 

     Not Well 34,289 5% 28,264 4% 291,771 6% 

     Well / Very Well 224,233 32% 264,399 33% 1,462,658 31% 

     English Only 374,784 54% 450,336 56% 2,410,360 51% 

Age Cohorts       

     Under 18 187,202 27% 221,496 27% 1,254,881 27% 

     18-34 148,666 21% 161,061 20% 1,171,474 25% 

     35-64 273,071 39% 332,561 41% 1,772,324 38% 

     65 and Older 86,922 12% 91,379 11% 499,278 11% 

Households with 
Computers 

      

     Households with   
     Computers 

237,546 95% 252,055 97% 1,569,889 95% 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2020 and American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates (2017-2021). 
LEHD/LODES Workforce Area Characteristics for 2021. 

Another notable feature is the average annual household income, which is significantly higher in 
Fort Bend County than in Harris County. This difference may be indicative of the character of Fort 
Bend County, which reflects newer and more suburban development than much of Harris County, 
which contains the City of Houston. The average household income in the Study Area is higher 
than the H-GAC regional average of $72,551. 

The high-level demographic data presented provides an overview of the character of the Study 
Area; however, more specific demographic data can indicate unique qualities of the people in the 
Study Area, such as the likelihood that people need transit to get to work or to perform their daily 
activities. The age of a population, their income, ethnic origin, and car ownership are data points 
that can combine to indicate how dependent the population may be on public transportation. For 
instance, a high number of elderly households with low incomes and no cars could indicate a 
population dependent on transit services for mobility. Ethnicity can also be a factor in transit use. 
Many foreign-born people or first-generation Americans may come from a country where transit 
is the primary form of transportation and expect to use it for their daily travels. 
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Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) data shows that approximately 399,395 jobs 
are in the Study Area. Fort Bend County has a total of 214,210 jobs, indicating almost half of the 
jobs in the Study Area are in Harris County. Table 2-2 shows that 140,687 (66 percent) of Fort 
Bend County jobs are centered in five communities along the US 90A corridor. The total available 
employment in Harris County and the concentration of jobs along the US 90A corridor support 
the concept of a linear commuter service linking this area to employment centers in Houston and 
Harris County. 

Table 2-2 Corridor Community Demographics 

 
Missouri 

City 
Stafford Sugar Land Richmond Rosenberg Total 

Population 73,393  17,215 77,664 10,919 36,528 215,719 

Jobs 15,435 26,181 77,019 3,306 19,826 140,687 

Households 25,335 6,371 27,121 3,426 13,071 75,324 

Average 
Household 
Income 

$109,631 $88,287 $161,116 $74,728 $71,682 $87,625 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2020 and American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates (2017-2021) 

2.1.1 Population and Employment Density  
Population and Employment density data is used to help identify concentrations of trip origins and 
destinations. Due to the size of the Study Area and suburban nature of the communities, 
employment and population clusters are scattered throughout. The population and employment 
densities are noticeably less dense in the west of the Study Area than in the east, which falls within 
the City of Houston. Figure 2-2 and Figure 2-3 illustrate the population and employment density 
in the Study Area, respectively. 

Figure 2-2 shows low density development throughout the Study Area, which is typically single 
family suburban development. The darker shades of red are often large clusters of multifamily 
housing. Inside the Sam Houston Tollway there is a high concentration of multifamily housing on 
Fondren Road between US 90A and Brays Bayou and another at the Sam Houston Tollway and 
IH-69/US 59 intersection. Once outside the Sam Houston Tollway, the highest population density 
is in a cluster of multifamily housing on Bissonnet Street, South Dairy Ashford Road, and South 
Kirkwood Road in Meadows Place, and along Dulles Avenue and Murphy Road in Stafford.  
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Figure 2-2 Population Density 

 

Much of the employment density is concentrated in the northeast section of the Study Area shown 
in Figure 2-3. This includes the Texas Medical Center (TMC), NRG Park, and Rice University. 
Another large concentration is along the IH-69/US 59 corridor between the Sam Houston Tollway 
and US 90A in Stafford. This area is primarily commercial development, several business parks, 
and SLB’s4 corporate campus in Sugar Land. The IH-69/US 59 and SH 6 intersection is the 
location of a dense employment cluster that includes Sugar Land Town Square, First Colony Mall, 
and Houston Methodist Sugar Land Hospital. In downtown Rosenberg, Lamar Consolidated 
School District (CSD) has a large concentration of employment. 

 
4 Company formerly known as Schlumberger 
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Figure 2-3 Employment Density 

 

2.2 Land Use 
There are several urban, suburban, and rural communities spread along the Fort Bend Parkway 
Toll Road, IH-69/US 59, the Sam Houston Tollway, SH 6, and US 90A, including Houston, 
Missouri City, Stafford, Sugar Land, Richmond, and Rosenberg. The built landscape in the Study 
Area is characterized by a mixture of low-density single family and multifamily, agricultural uses, 
commercial uses, public/institutional uses, parks and open spaces, industrial uses, 
wetlands/surface water, and vacant or underutilized land shown in Figure 2-4. 
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Figure 2-4 Study Area Land Use 

 

Large master-planned suburban developments cover much of Missouri City and Sugar Land, 
while Richmond and Rosenberg are bedroom communities with neighborhood commercial, 
single family, and agricultural uses. Stafford’s predominant land use is commercial.  

Single family land use comprises 35 percent of the Study Area, while multifamily makes up six 
percent. Developable land and agricultural uses, located predominantly in the 
western/southwestern portion of the Study Area, make up 27 percent of the land use. 
Commercial land use, which includes retail and office, makes up eight percent of the Study Area. 
Commercial uses are located primarily along major thoroughfares like the Fort Bend Parkway 
Toll Road, IH 69/US 59, the Sam Houston Tollway, SH 6, and US 90A. Public/institutional land 
uses are spread throughout the Study Area and make up two percent of the Study Area’s land 
uses. This land use includes educational services, public administration and other government 
functions, public safety, health and human services, places of worship, death care services (such 
as funeral homes, crematoriums and cemeteries), and associations and nonprofit organizations. 
Transportation/utility land uses are comprised of transportation infrastructure, 
telecommunications facilities, and utilities and utility services. This land use accounts for seven 
percent of land in the Study Area and includes two railroad subdivisions, the Glidden and Popp 
Subdivision, and several high transmission corridors as part of that percentage. All data is 
included in Table 2-3. 
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Table 2-3 Study Area Land Use Acreages 

Land Use Acreage % 

Single Family 67,452 35% 

Multifamily 12,468 6% 

Commercial 14,902 8% 

Public/Institutional 4,148 2% 

Industrial 5,319 3% 

Parks and Open Space 15,127 8% 

Vacant/Underdeveloped/Agricultural 52,170 27% 

Transportation/Utilities 14,095 7% 

Unknown/Unidentified 8,061 4% 

Total 193,742 100% 

Source: UrbanFootprint, 2024 

2.3 Mobility 

2.3.1 Trip Origins and Destinations  
H-GAC’s Regional Origin-Destination (OD) Dashboard5 provides trip data throughout the region 
based on data collected from 2019 to 2021. This data period includes the trip reduction caused 
by the COVID-19 shutdown, so while the average daily numbers may be lower than normal, the 
proportion of trips can still be indicative of the travel patterns in the Study Area. 

The OD Dashboard can provide the number of daily trips between cities, communities, and 
counties, from which the trip distribution from a location can be calculated. The tool shows that of 
all the nearly 1.59 million daily vehicle trips originating in Fort Bend County, 72 percent (1.9 
million) have internal destinations within the county, and approximately 25 percent of the trips 
(395,321) have destinations in Harris County. The remaining three percent of the trips (47,000) 
are bound for other surrounding counties.  

The OD Dashboard can also be used to determine the average daily trips from the largest trip 
generators in the Study Area to the largest employment centers in Harris County. Table 2-4 
identifies the weekday trips to the primary employment destinations from the primary cities and 
communities in the Study Area. Of the 156,485 average daily trips that originate from the six 
identified communities and are destined for Harris County, 16,698, or almost 11%, are headed 
to one of the five identified major activity centers.  

 
5 Accessible at https://datalab.h-gac.com/od/ 
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Table 2-4 Primary Weekday Trip Destinations 

Community TMC Downtown Houston Uptown-Galleria Greenway Plaza Westchase District Subtotal 

Missouri City 1,444 36% 893 22% 593 15% 351 9% 700 18% 3,981 

Richmond 33 24% 31 23% 25 19% 17 13% 29 21% 135 

Rosenberg 269 26% 260 25% 131 13% 73 7% 298 29% 1,031 

Sienna 430 37% 332 29% 154 13% 81 7% 157 14% 1,154 

Stafford 472 22% 470 22% 380 18% 179 8% 657 30% 2,158 

Sugar Land 1,557 19% 2,000 24% 1,696 21% 939 11% 2,047 25% 8,239 

Total 4,205 25% 3,986 24% 2,979 18% 1,640 10% 3,888 23% 16,698 

Numbers represent one-way trips. Source: H-GAC Regional Origin-Destination Dashboard, 2024.



  US 90A Transit Corridor Study 

  11 

The results are evenly distributed, with approximately three-quarters of the trips destined to three 
employment centers: the TMC at 25 percent, Downtown Houston at 24 percent, and the 
Westchase District at 23 percent. The remaining 25 percent of the trips are split between the 
Uptown-Galleria at 18 percent, and Greenway Plaza at ten percent.  

The Dashboard also shows the distribution of trips by time of day. Approximately 17 percent of 
all daily trips originating from Fort Bend County occur during the morning peak (6:00 a.m. – 
9:00 a.m.), 31 percent occur during the afternoon peak (3:00 p.m. – 7:00 p.m.), and 33 percent 
during the midday period (9:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m.). The remaining 19 percent are evening and 
overnight trips from 9:00 p.m. – 6:00 a.m. 

Of the daily trips from the primary communities in the Study Area to the primary employment 
centers in Harris County, however, 45 percent occur during the morning peak (in the case of 
Downtown Houston, this share of trips rises to 55 percent), while 23 percent occur during the 
midday period and only 13 percent occur during the afternoon peak. This indicates travel 
patterns that are more commuter-focused than those of the county at large. 

Based on this data, there is potential demand for regular daily transit service from the 
communities in the Study Area to employment centers such as the TMC and Downtown Houston, 
which attract almost half of the commuter traffic from the Study Area. The remaining half of the 
commuters could be served via strategic connections to the Westchase District and Uptown-
Galleria/Greenway Plaza areas.  

2.3.2 Transit 
Within the Study Area, there are three alignments – US 90A, a portion of IH-69/US 59, and the 
Fort Bend Tollway - that have been previously identified for potential high-capacity transit (HCT) 
service. Existing transit services within a half-mile buffer of these alignments are provided by The 
Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County (METRO) and Fort Bend Transit. The existing 
transit services within the Study Area are illustrated in Figure 2-5 and described in detail in the 
following sections. 

METRO  
The METRO service area is concentrated in the northeastern portion of the Study Area. METRO 
currently had four facilities in the Project Area Buffer: one park & ride lot (Missouri City P&R), two 
transit centers (Fondren Transit Center and Fannin South Transit Center), and one METRORail 
station (Fannin South).6 METRO operates one METRORail route, 12 local bus routes, one park & 
ride bus route, METROLift, METRO STAR, and curb2curb. Note: this analysis focused on transit 
routes within a ½-mile of the identified alignments. 

 

 
6 In January 2025, METRO opened a new park and ride facility at the intersection of SH 6 and the Fort Bend Parkway Toll 
Road. This garage replaces the previous Missouri City/SH 6 Park and Ride, which was located in the parking lot of a nearby 
grocery store.  
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Figure 2-5 Existing Transit Services 

 
 

METROLift provides transportation for persons with disabilities who cannot board, ride, or 
disembark from a METRO fixed-route bus. The METRO STAR Vanpool program caters to the 
diverse transportation needs of the extensive eight-county Houston-Galveston Region, spanning 
Brazoria, Chambers, Fort Bend, Galveston, Harris, Liberty, Montgomery, and Waller counties. 
METRO curb2curb is a zone-based, on-demand shared-demand transportation service that 
operates primarily without a defined route but has connectivity to METRO’s local bus network, 
allowing for more flexibility to serve riders across the zone. 

Weekday peak frequencies on these services range from 6 minutes (Red Line) to 60 minutes 
(Route 98 Briargate). Route 270 Missouri City is the only METRO service that currently operates 
within the US 90A corridor, from the TMC Transit Center to Missouri City P&R. These services are 
supported by the three METRO transit facilities in the Study Area: the Fannin South Transit Center, 
Fondren Transit Center, and Missouri City P&R. The operating characteristics of existing METRO 
services within the Study Area are summarized in Table 2-5. Information on the METRO transit 
facilities within the Study Area is provided in Table 2-6. 
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Table 2-5 METRO Service Operating Characteristics 

Service Type Weekday Saturday Sunday 

   Route Service Span 
Frequency 

(Mins)1 Service Span 
Frequency 

(Mins)1 Service Span 
Frequency 

(Mins)1 

Rail       

  700 Red Line 3:30 a.m. – 12:30 a.m. 6 / 12 / 18 4:30 a.m. – 12:30 a.m. 12 / 18 4:30 a.m. – 12:30 a.m. 12 / 18 

Local Bus       

  7 West Airport 5:30 a.m. – 10:00 p.m. 30 5:30 a.m. – 10:00 p.m. 30 5:30 a.m. – 10:00 p.m. 30 

  8 West Bellfort 4:15 a.m. – 12:45 a.m. 15 / 20 / 30 5:00 a.m. – 12:45 a.m. 30 5:00 a.m. – 12:45 a.m. 30 

  10 Willowbend  5:00 a.m. – 10:30 p.m. 60 6:00 a.m. – 8:30 p.m. 60 6:00 a.m. – 8:30 p.m. 60 

  11 Almeda / Lyons 3:45 a.m. – 1:15 a.m. 30 3:45 a.m. – 1:15 a.m. 30 3:45 a.m. – 1:15 a.m. 30 

  14 Hiram Clarke 4:15 a.m. – 12:30 a.m. 15 / 30 4:45 a.m. – 12:30 a.m. 30 4:45 a.m. – 12:30 a.m. 30 

  47 Hillcroft  5:00 a.m. – 11:45 p.m. 15 / 30 5:30 a.m. – 11:45 p.m. 30 5:30 a.m. – 11:45 p.m. 30 

  49 Chimney Rock / S  
       Post Oak 

4:15 a.m. – 12:00 a.m. 30 5:00 a.m. – 12:00 a.m. 30 5:15 a.m. – 11:15 p.m. 30 

  63 Fondren  4:00 a.m. – 1:30 a.m. 15 / 30 4:00 a.m. – 1:30 a.m. 15 / 30 4:00 a.m. – 1:30 a.m. 15 / 30 

  73 Bellfort  4:30 a.m. – 12:45 a.m. 12 / 20 5:00 a.m. – 12:45 a.m. 15 / 20 5:00 a.m. – 12:45 a.m. 15 / 20 

  84 Buffalo Speedway 5:30 a.m. – 11:15 p.m. 12 / 20 5:30 a.m. – 11:15 p.m. 30 5:30 a.m. – 11:15 p.m. 30 

  87 Sunnyside  4:45 a.m. – 10:30 p.m. 30 / 60 5:15 a.m. – 9:30 p.m. 60 5:15 a.m. – 9:30 p.m. 60 

  98 Briargate  6:16 a.m. – 9:30 p.m. 60 6:15 a.m. – 8:15 p.m. 60 6:15 a.m. – 8:15 p.m. 60 

Park & Ride       

  270 Missouri City 
5:00 a.m. – 9:13 a.m. 

10-20 No service — No service — 
2:35 p.m. – 8:42 p.m. 

1 Peak / off-peak / evening 
Source: METRO | Public Transit | Houston, Texas | Bus | Rail | Park & Ride, Accessed May 2024. 
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Table 2-6 METRO Transit Facilities 

Name Address Facility Type Routes 
Parking 
Stalls 

Average 
Daily 

Boardings1 

Fannin South 1604 W Bellfort 
Transit 
Center 

Red Line, 008, 011, 073, 
087 

1,439 1,842 

Fondren 
13849 Fondren 
Road 

Transit 
Center 

063, 098, 270, 314, 
363 

779 285 

Missouri City 
SH 6 & Knight 
Road 

P&R 270 200 183 

1 1st Quarter, 2024 
Source: METRO | Public Transit | Houston, Texas | Bus | Rail | Park & Ride, Accessed May 2024.  

Fort Bend Transit  
Fort Bend County operates Fort Bend Transit commuter services to the TMC, Greenway Plaza, 
and Downtown Houston areas. The routes operate on weekdays only and generally provide 
peak-period service, with limited service during the midday period. These services are supported 
by three park & ride facilities at the Fort Bend County Fairgrounds, the University of Houston (UH) 
Sugar Land, and AMC First Colony 24. The operating characteristics of existing Fort Bend Transit 
services within the Study Area are summarized in Table 2-7. Information on the Fort Bend Transit 
facilities within the Study Area is summarized in Table 2-8. 

Table 2-7 Fort Bend Transit Services Operating Characteristics 

Route 
Weekday Weekend 

Service Span 
Frequency 

(Mins)1 Service Span 
Frequency 

(Mins)1 

TMC 

4:40 a.m. – 10:00 
a.m. 

1 midday trip 
3:00 p.m. – 8:30 

p.m. 

10 / 45 No Service — 

Greenway / Galleria 
Transfer 

4 inbound AM peak 
trips 

4 outbound PM peak 
trips 

— No Service — 

Downtown 

5:30 a.m. – 9:30 
a.m. 

2 midday trips 
3:15 p.m. – 7:15 

p.m. 

10 / 20 No Service — 

Source: https://www.fortbendcountytx.gov/government/departments/public-transportation/services/commuter-park-and-ride-services; 
Accessed May 2024.  
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Table 2-8 Fort Bend Transit Facilities 

Name Address Facility Type Routes 
Parking 
Stalls 

Average 
Daily 

Boardings1 

Fairgrounds P&R 4310 SH 36 P&R 
TMC, Greenway / 
Galleria 

371 11 

UH Sugar Land 
14000 University 
Blvd 

P&R 
TMC, Greenway / 
Galleria 

201 105 

AMC First 
Colony 

3301 Town Centre 
Blvd 

P&R 
TMC, Greenway / 
Galleria 

603 364 

1 April, 2024 
Source: Fort Bend Transit, 2024 

Transit Performance 
Existing transit performance was analyzed at both the route- and stop-level (note: route-level 
ridership was unavailable for Fort Bend Transit services). As summarized in Table 2-9, the Route 
700 Red Line light rail is the highest ridership route that operates within the Study Area, with 
36,415 average weekday boardings, followed by Route 63-Fondren (4,650) and Route 73 
Bellfort (4,572). At the stop level, the Fannin South Transit Center is the most productive stop, 
with over 1,800 average weekday boardings. 

Table 2-9 METRO Transit Performance Data 

Route 
Average Weekday 

Boardings 
Boardings per 
Revenue Hour 

Boardings per 
Revenue Mile 

Rail    

700 Red Line 36,415 Not available Not available 

Local Bus    

007 West Airport 847 24.44 1.83 

008 W Bellfort 3,149 32.87 2.51 

010 Willowbend 617 15.45 1.48 

011 Almeda / Lyons 2,252 16.74 1.29 

014 Hiram Clarke 1,604 22.08 1.83 

047 Hillcroft 3,755 30.86 2.86 

049 Chimney Rock / S Post Oak 2,709 21.31 1.75 

063 Fondren 4,650 35.03 3.43 

073 Bellfort 4,572 36.14 2.61 

084 Buffalo Speedway 1,597 13.34 1.28 

087 Sunnyside 1,166 17.28 1.38 



  US 90A Transit Corridor Study 

  16 

Route 
Average Weekday 

Boardings 
Boardings per 
Revenue Hour 

Boardings per 
Revenue Mile 

098 Briargate 326 21.36 1.41 

Park & Ride    

270 Missouri City  665 24.53 0.96 

Source: METRO Ridership Report, April 2024. 

Average weekday boardings at the stop-level are illustrated in Figure 2-6. The top five stops in 
terms of boarding volumes in the Study Area include:  

 Fannin South Transit Center ‒ 1,842 average weekday boardings 
 AMC First Colony ‒ 364 average weekday boardings 
 Fondren Transit Center ‒ 285 average weekday boardings 
 Missouri City P&R ‒ 183 average weekday boardings 
 University of Houston Sugar Land ‒ 105 average weekday boardings 

Figure 2-6 Average Weekday Boardings by Stop 

 

Source: METRO, 1st Quarter, FY 2024 

2.3.3 Traffic 
This section examines three distinct roadways: US 90A, IH-69/US 59, and the Fort Bend Parkway 
Toll Road. According to the TxDOT Statewide Planning Map, US 90A serves as a Principal Arterial 
with numerous access points along its western stretch, gradually reducing towards the east. 
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Meanwhile, both IH-69/US 59 and the Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road are classified as divided 
highways with fewer access points than US 90A.  

Average Daily Traffic  
Traffic data offers valuable insights into the busiest locations within the Study Area, as measured 
by Average Daily Traffic (ADT). ADT quantifies the daily traffic flow on each roadway, illustrated 
in Figure 2-7. Notably, IH-69/US 59 and Sam Houston Tollway stand out with over 100,000 
vehicles daily. ADT along US 90A varies significantly across different segments. It begins with 
lower volumes of 15,000 to 30,000 vehicles west of IH-69/US 59, gradually increasing to 
approximately 90,000 vehicles towards the east, and then drops to around 9,000 vehicles at 
Holmes Road. Major arterial cross streets show varying traffic volumes as well: the Grand 
Parkway ranges from 39,000 to 49,000 vehicles, SH 6 from 42,000 to 55,000 vehicles, Fondren 
Road from 23,000 to 24,000 vehicles, Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road from 10,000 to 30,000 
vehicles, and South Post Oak Road from 44,000 to 45,000 vehicles. IH-69/US 59 experiences 
significantly higher ADT (125,000 to 155,000) compared to other highways, leading to frequent 
congestion and increased crash risks. The ADTs are obtained from the TxDOT Statewide Planning 
Map.  

Figure 2-7 Average Daily Traffic Volumes 

 

Crash Data 
Understanding crash patterns is equally critical. TxDOT’s Crash Record Information System (CRIS) 
data was reviewed and mapped to compare the various roadways considered for transit 
alignments. Figure 2-8 includes a crash heat map, where blue indicates fewer incidents and 
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yellow signifies a higher frequency of crashes. Significant collisions are observed on IH-69/US 
59, Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road, and US 90A. Frequent crashes are a concern along IH-69/US 
59, particularly at the SH 6 interchange. Similarly, the south side of Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road, 
just east of the Sienna Parkway interchange, sees dense crash activity. Additionally, there are 
notable incidents at the Lake Olympia Parkway/Senior Road interchange. Lastly, further east on 
US 90A, significant crash occurrences are reported at the Sam Houston Parkway and South Post 
Oak Road interchanges.  

Figure 2-8 Crash Data 

 

2.4 Capital Improvements 
Capital Improvement Projects (CIPs) are essential to anticipate future infrastructure developments 
or ongoing projects within the Study Area. These projects influence travel demand and potential 
conflicts during construction phases.   

TxDOT Projects  
Figure 2-9 identifies several TxDOT projects occurring within the next ten years. Project Numbers 
1 (PN1), PN2, PN4, and PN9 involve surfacing and roadway restoration, with construction 
scheduled within the next four years. PN3 focuses on base repair, planning, and a 2” asphalt 
concrete (ACP) overlay along Farm to Market (FM) 762 from US 90A to FM 1640, scheduled for 
2024. PN5 spans from FM 762 to FM 259 and PN6 from FM 259 to the west of SH 99 (Grand 
Parkway), both widening projects along US 90A are planned within four years and within five to 
ten years, respectively. PN7 and PN8 include traffic management improvements from Pitts Road 
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to Cravens Road and from the Fort Bend County Line to IH 610 S, respectively.  PN7 is scheduled 
to start in four years and PN8 in 2024. The CIP shapefiles were obtained from the TxDOT 
Statewide Planning Map. Table 2-10 provides a summary of the TxDOT projects.  

Figure 2-9 TxDOT Capital Improvement Projects 
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Table 2-10 TxDOT Capital Improvement Projects 

Project 
Number 

Project Description CSJ Highway From Limit To Limit 

1 Traffic Control Devices 002707044 US 90A FM 723 FM 762 

2 Overlay 322301010 FM 3155 
Richmond State 

School 
US 90A 

3 Overlay 054303076 FM 762 US 90A FM 1640 

4 Traffic Control Devices 002708186 US 90A FM 762 SH 6 

5 Widen Non-Freeway 002708146 US 90A FM 762 FM 359 

6 Widen Non-Freeway 002708147 US 90A FM 359 W of SH 99 

7 Corridor Traffic Management 002708192 US 90A Pitts Road Cravens Road 

8 Corridor Traffic Management 002709104 US 90A Fort Bend County Line IH-610 S 

9 Traffic Control Devices 002709109 US 90A SL 8 (S) IH-610 S 

Source: https://www.txdot.gov/apps/statewide_mapping/StatewidePlanningMap.html  
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H-GAC Projects 
H-GAC’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is the region’s long-range transportation plan. 
Figure 2-10 illustrates several projects identified the RTP along the US 90A corridor. PN1 and 
PN3 focus on access management improvements: PN1 covers US 90A from Bamore Road to 
Harlem Road, while PN3 addresses FM 762 from US 90A to FM 1640. These projects involve 
constructing new intersections, installing raised medians, modifying driveways, adding or 
extending turn lanes, and optimizing traffic signal timings. PN2 involves median construction 
along 10th Street from the Brazos River North Bank to US 90A. PN4 is a widening and 
reconstruction project that will expand US 90A from FM 259 to SH 99 from four lanes to a six-
lane divided highway. The H-GAC project shapefiles were obtained from the H-GAC RTP 2045 
Web Map. Table 2-11 provides a summary of the H-GAC projects.  

Figure 2-10 H-GAC Projects 
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Table 2-11 H-GAC RTP Projects 

Project 
Number 

Project Description CSJ Highway From Limit To Limit 

1 Access management treatments — US 90A Bamore Road Harlem Road 

2 
Construct 2-lane concrete divided w/ curb & gutter 
(in sections) 

— 10th Street 
Brazos River North 

Bank 
US 90A 

3 Various access management treatments — FM 762 US 90A FM 1640 

4 Reconstruct and widen from 4 to 6 lanes divided 
0027-08-

147 
US 90A FM 359 SH 99 

5 Widen from 4 to 6 lanes w/bridges — Harlem Road Harlem Road US 90A 

6 Install new ITS equipment and infrastructure 
0027-09-

104 
US 90A Fort Bend County Line IH-610 S 
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Cross-Sections and Right of Way 
Cross-sections were generated to analyze road geometries and their variations along different 
alignments. These cross-sections are instrumental in assessing alignment suitability. Road 
geometry and lane width measurements were conducted using Google Street View, while right-
of-way (ROW) measurements were obtained from the Parcels GIS layers. Streetmix was utilized to 
create cross-sections.   

Among the different alignments, US 90A exhibits the most varied roadway geometry, detailed in 
Appendix A – Existing Cross Sections. Starting from the western end, it spans four lanes in each 
direction before reducing to two lanes per direction and eventually accommodating a two-way 
continuous left turn lane (CLTL).. Similar transitions occur along the central and eastern stretches, 
where US 90A transforms into a divided highway with a 12’-40’ length median. In contrast, IH-
69/US 59, maintains a consistent profile as an eight-lane divided highway with five main lanes 
and three-lane frontage roads in both directions, except for a reduction to a two-lane frontage 
road just south of US 90A. The Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road maintains a stable configuration 
throughout its course, featuring a two-lane divided highway with shoulder lanes.  

The ROW for US 90A is as narrow as 70’ in the west but widens up to 180’ towards the east, 
whereas IH-69/US 59 consistently has a more restricted ROW width. The Fort Bend Parkway Toll 
Road has maintains at least 150’ of ROW allocation throughout its course. Approximate ROW 
widths are visually depicted in Figure 4-2 in Section 4 below.  

2.5 Environmental Factors 
A desktop analysis was performed to review publicly available data to identify existing 
environmental conditions and potential constraints for the Study Area. The sections below provide 
a general description of the environmental existing conditions in the Study Area.  

2.5.1 Water Resources  
According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) National Flood Hazard Layer 
(NFHL), approximate percentages of the Study Area within floodways and floodplains are as 
follows:  

 Floodway: 7.81 percent of Study Area  
 100-year Floodplain: 17.55 percent of Study Area  
 500-year Floodplain: 9.32 percent of Study Area  

Approximately 46,229 acres are in the floodway and 100-year floodplain of the Brazos River and 
Oyster Creek in the central and western portions of the Study Area and Brays and Sims Bayous in 
the eastern portion of the study area. These floodplains compose a major feature in the Study 
Area and are a significant constraint to alignment choices (Figure 2-11).  
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Figure 2-11 Study Area Floodplains and Wetlands 

 

The desktop analysis identified 3,304 United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National 
Wetlands Inventory (NWI) features totaling approximately 17,613 acres. The NWI features consist 
of 8,124 acres of riverine features, 2,193 acres of freshwater emergent wetlands, 4,833 acres of 
freshwater forested/shrub wetlands, 1,263 acres of freshwater pond, and 1,032 acres of lake 
features. As expected, wetlands are commonly associated with waterways and floodplains in the 
Study Area.  

Review of the United States Geological Survey (USGS) National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) 
indicates that there are 2,144 features or stream segments within the Study Area, consisting of 
unnamed tributaries, Brays Bayou, Oyster Creek, Mustang Bayou, Snake Slough, Stafford Run, 
Steep Bank Creek, Sims Bayou, Middle Bayou, Alcorn Bayou, Coon Creek, Cow Bayou, Clear 
Creek, Jones Creek, Keegans Bayou, Long Point Creek, Brazos River, Stafford Run, Bullhead 
Bayou, Dry Creek, Browns Bayou, Rabbs Bayou, Black Lake, Brooks Lake, Clear Lake, Fish Lake, 
Frost Lake, Gannoway Lake, Horseshoe Lake, Kitty Hollow Lake, Old River Lake, Sawmill Lake, 
Venetian Lake, White Lake, Willow Waterhole Bayou, and Cleveland Lake. The NHD stream 
segments total approximately 562.28 linear miles of stream. Furthermore, portions of Brays 
Bayou, Sims Bayou, Middle Bayou, Cow Bayou, Clear Creek, Brazos River, Oyster Creek, and 
Mustang Bayou are likely considered traditionally navigable waters (TNWs) by the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) ‑ Galveston District and measure approximately 113 linear 
miles.  
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2.5.2 Biological Resources  
Review of the USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) Official Species List of 
Harris and Fort Bend Counties identified eight species listed as Endangered, Threatened, Listed 
Endangered, Listed Threatened, and/or Proposed Threatened; one species listed as a candidate 
for federal listing; and one proposed critical habitat as occurring within the Study Area. According 
to the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) List of Rare Species for Harris and Fort Bend 
Counties, there are 14 Federally listed species, two federally proposed listed species, and 30 state 
listed species with potential to occur within the Study Area. Based on the TPWD Natural Diversity 
Database (NDD) information, four observations of listed threatened and endangered (T&E) 
species have been recorded within the Study Area.  

A large variety of vegetative communities mapped by the TPWD Ecological Mapping Systems of 
Texas (EMST) occur within the Study Area. The five predominant vegetative communities within the 
Study Area include the following7:  

 Urban Low Intensity (67,960 acres): Developed areas not entirely covered by impervious 
surfaces.  

 Gulf Coast: Coastal Prairie (25,542 acres): Mid- to tallgrass prairie dominated by 
graminoid species within Pleistocene surfaces of the Texas and Louisiana coast.  

 Columbia Bottomlands: Grassland (23,917 acres): Herbaceous dominated sites 
occupying bottomland soils and lacking significant shrub or overstory canopy cover. They 
are mostly managed grasslands dominated by grasses such as Cynodon dactylon 
(bermudagrass) and Lolium perenne (Italian ryegrass).  

 Urban High Intensity (19,531 acres): Developed areas dominated by impervious surfaces 
and wide transportation corridors.  

 Columbia Bottomlands: Hardwood Forest and Woodland (17,762 acres) Forest and 
woodland area characterized by a deciduous canopy of species including Ulmus spp. 
(elms), Fraxinus spp.(ashes), Quercus spp.(oaks), and Carya spp.(hickories).  

2.5.3 Cultural Resources  
Based on a review of the Texas Historical Commission (THC) database; nine historic districts, six 
historic properties, 64 cemeteries, and 85 state historical markers are located within the Study 
Area. Prominent cultural resources within the Study Area include Edward Albert Palmer Memorial 
Chapel and Autry House, Almeda Road Bridge over Brays Bayou, Hermann Park Municipal Golf 
Clubhouse, Holy Rosary Catholic Parish, Beth Yeshurun Synagogue, Trinity Lutheran Church, 
Hodge’s Bend Cemetery, The Astrodome, Fort Bend County Courthouse, Medical Towers, 
Imperial Sugar Company Refinery District, Mechanical Laboratory and Power House (Rice 
University), Lamar-Calder House, and John M. and Lottie D. Moore House.  

 
7 Elliot, Lee. 2014. Descriptions of Systems, Mapping Subsystems, and Vegetative Types for Texas. Retrieved from:  
https://tpwd.texas.gov/landwater/land/programs/landscape-
ecology/ems/emst/texasecologicalsystemsdescriptions_2016.pdf  
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2.5.4 Hazardous Materials  
According to the publicly available data from the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
(TCEQ), there are potential hazardous materials present within the Study Area. Table 2-12 
identifies the databases and occurrences within the Study Area.  

Table 2-12 Potential Hazardous Materials within the Study Area 

Database Occurrence 

Leaking Petroleum Storage Tank (LPST) 577 

Petroleum Storage Tank (PST) 444 

Industrial Hazardous Waste Corrective Action (IHWCA) Program 124 

Wastewater Outfalls 64 

Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) 108 

Drycleaners (DRYC) 27 

Innocent Owner Program (IOP) 51 

Brownfields 0 

Superfunds 5 

Municipal Setting Designations (MSD) 23 

Landfills 2 

 

In addition, Texas Railroad Commission (RRC) publicly available data identified 661 pipelines 
transecting the Study Area that transport a variety of chemicals including, but not limited to, 
natural gas, crude oil, and highly volatile liquid. Additionally, 3,169 surface wells, and 3,181 
bottom wells are located within the Study Area.  

2.5.5 Protected Lands  
Based on a review of the United States Geological Survey (USGS) Protected Lands database; 297 
conservation easements, 297 local parks, 82 private parks, 71 other easements, 28 recreation or 
education easements, 26 local recreation areas, four local conservation areas, one mitigation 
land or bank, one local historic or cultural area, and one Approved or Proclamation Boundary 
are located within the Study Area. These areas include Hermann Park, San Bernard National 
Wildlife Refuge, Oyster Creek Park, Mayfield Park, Sugarland Memorial Park, Colonial Park, 
Harris County Bonham Nature Park, Reliant Park, Sienna Park, River Bend Park, Seabourne 
Creek Nature Park, Highlands Park, Post Oak Village, Meyerland Park, Sienna Park and 
associated complexes, The Crown Festival Park, and Gus & Lyndall Wortham Park.  

Figure 2-12 shows the locations of some of the environmental features listed above within the 
Study Area, including historic districts, historic properties, cemeteries, superfund sites and 
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landfills. Areas reserved for parks or recreational purposes are shown as well. These features 
represent potential constraints that must be considered when planning transit infrastructure. 

Figure 2-12 Environmental Constraints Map 
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3 Previous Studies 
The US 90A corridor has been the subject of extensive study over several years. A comprehensive 
review of previous research and planning is imperative for guiding project development and 
minimizing redundant efforts. This review enables planners to build upon existing knowledge, 
ensuring that new initiatives are grounded in established findings and insights. Such an approach 
enhances the credibility of the project and aids in identifying gaps in the current understanding, 
thereby directing subsequent work toward areas that require further investigation 

For instance, as will be illustrated in the summary of studies below, the majority of research 
conducted thus far has not examined the feasibility of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), indicating a need 
to explore this technology further within the current study. A meticulous review of all prior studies 
ensures that resources are utilized efficiently and that efforts are concentrated on generating 
novel insights and advancements instead of reiterating what has already been accomplished. 

Several studies have indicated that integrating commuter rail services with freight rail operations 
poses significant challenges, particularly in terms of installing new tracks alongside existing 
freight rail ROW. Future discussions with freight rail operators will take these challenges into 
consideration and will focus on formulating new inquiries, such as how their operational 
requirements may evolve with the implementation of BRT technology. Furthermore, many studies 
have concluded that while acquiring additional rights-of-way to widen major corridors is complex 
and costly, it remains feasible; additionally, the construction of elevated structures for both US 
90A and IH-69/US 59 is recommended to mitigate the need for expanded ROW. 

Finally, it was clear from the previous studies reviewed that there is a need for high capacity 
transit to alleviate congestion on area roadways and provide a choice for those that don’t want to 
drive in these growing communities. 

The following pages provide an overview of various studies relevant to the Study Area, including 
a summary of key recommendations and identified challenges and opportunities discussed in 
each study. The studies reviewed in depth in this section are: 

 Houston-Galveston Area Council US 90A Corridor Rail Feasibility Study (April 2004) 
 Houston-Galveston Area Council Regional Commuter Rail Connectivity Study (September 

2008) 
 Fort Bend Subregional Plan (2012) 
 Gulf Coast Rail District Regional Commuter Rail Feasibility Study (February 2015) 
 H-GAC High-Capacity Transit Task Force Priority Network (July 2019) 
 METRO Southwest Corridor Alternatives Review (June 2019) 

In addition to those listed above, the following studies were also reviewed as part of this effort. 

 H-GAC 2022 Regionally Coordinated Transportation Plan 
 H-GAC Regional Transit Framework Study Interim Update (November 2017) 
 H-GAC Livable Centers Studies: Rosenberg 
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 H-GAC Livable Centers Studies: Brays Oaks 
 H-GAC Livable Centers Studies: Houston Southwest 
 H-GAC 2045 Regional Transportation Plan Update 
 H-GAC Regional Plan for Sustainable Development (2040 Our Great Region Plan) 
 H-GAC FM 1092 Corridor Access Management Plan 
 H-GAC 2040 Regional Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan 
 H-GAC Transportation Improvement Program 
 METRONext Moving Forward Plan 
 City of Sugar Land – Comprehensive Plan and Amendments 
 City of Sugar Land – Land Use Plan 
 City of Sugar Land – Pedestrian & Bicycle Plan 
 City of Missouri City – 2017 Comprehensive Plan 
 City of Missouri City – ITS Master Plan 
 City of Missouri City – FY2019 Annual Action Plan  
 City of Missouri City – Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
 City of Missouri City – Thoroughfare Plan 
 US Highway 90 Corridor Enhancement Plan and Zoning  
 City of Stafford – Comprehensive Plan 
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3.1 Summary 
Houston-Galveston Area Council US 90A Corridor 
Rail Feasibility Study  
April 2004  

Document Description 
H-GAC, along with METRO, the Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT), Fort Bend County, Harris 
County, and the cities of Houston, Meadows Place, 
Missouri City, Richmond, Rosenberg, Stafford, and 
Sugar Land, performed an evaluation to determine the need for high capacity transit and assess 
the technological and economic feasibility of establishing and operating passenger rail service 
between METRORail’s Fannin South Transit Center light rail station and the City of Rosenberg. 

Key Recommendations Relevant to the Study Area 
Service options were evaluated and ranked by 
considering operations and service characteristics, 
ridership, institutional constraints, and other key 
implementation-related issues, engineering 
feasibility and constructability, capital cost, 
operating cost, and major social, economic/or 
environmental constraints. All recommended 
alternatives utilize the existing Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR) Glidden Subdivision right-of-way 
and propose constructing one or two additional 
tracks. Three of the five recommended 
alternatives would utilize exclusive operation 
within the ROW, meaning a new track would be 
used exclusively for passenger rail service. Within 
these three alternatives, commuter rail (diesel-
locomotive hauled coaches, push-pull train sets), 
diesel multiple units, and light rail transit vehicles 
(LRVs) were investigated.  

Two additional alternatives were proposed that 
would require three tracks along the length of the 
corridor, with one track used primarily for freight 
operations and the other two for both passenger 
and freight use. These alternatives are referred to 
as “shared operation.” In these shared operation 
scenarios, the study investigated commuter rail technology and diesel multiple units, but not LRVs. 

  

Challenges 
 The introduction of commuter rail or 

diesel multiple units, which represent 
new technologies for the region, would 
require all new storage and 
maintenance facilities, increasing the 
overall cost. 

 Light rail adjacent to the UPRR ROW 
results in institutional barriers to 
implementation due to the required 
separation from freight operations. 

 UPRR has indicated that the most 
favorable service options in the US 90A 
corridor are the exclusive operating 
scenarios as they have less potential for 
impact on their current and future freight 
operations.  

 
Opportunities 

 Shared operations scenarios can 
improve freight infrastructure by 
providing an additional track and 
improved signalization and 
communication systems. 

 A light rail solution allows for potential 
integration with existing METRORail 
service. 
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Houston-Galveston Area Council Regional Commuter 
Rail Connectivity Study 
September 2008  

Document Description 
In this study, H-GAC prepared a “systems-level” 
approach to commuter rail in the Houston area 
compared to a “corridor-level” approach. The 
conclusions of this study offer a complete conceptual 
definition of a passenger rail system from the city's outskirts into the urban core of Houston. The 
US 90A corridor is one of many alignments evaluated in this study. A fundamental concept 
maintained throughout the study is that commuter rail will work in concert with the existing and 
future freight rail system and that passenger trains will share track with freight trains wherever 
possible.  

Key Recommendations Relevant to the Study Area 
The US 90A corridor was identified as a Principal 
Corridor based on evaluation criteria, including 
capital costs per mile, implement ability, and 
economic development potential. In addition to 
analyzing the possibility of passenger rail along 
the UPRR Glidden subdivision, the study 
considered a route that follows the Burlington 
Northern and Santa Fe (BNSF) Galveston Railroad 
Subdivision that then connects to the Popp 
Industrial Lead Freight Line along FM 521 before 
reconnecting with the Glidden line. The alternative 
route is referred to as the Popp-Fort Bend 
Alternative. This alternative resulted in a lower 
overall system ridership as it is more circuitous 
than the direct route along the US 90A corridor 
and transverses different areas of the city with 
lower overall boardings at the time of report 
publication. Despite having lower overall system 
ridership, the Popp-Fort Bend Alternative is 
recommended over the US 90A UPRR Glidden 
subdivision route due to capacity constraints along 
this freight rail corridor.  

  

Challenges 
 The UPRR Glidden subdivision operates 

at or near its capacity. As long as the 
current freight rail network remains the 
same, the implementation of commuter 
rail cannot be realistically considered. 

 The liability constraints currently 
imposed on the freight railroads will 
require changes to state law to allow 
passenger service to be provided on 
the railroad’s property and 
infrastructure.  

 An overall upgrade to a higher level of 
train control and signaling will be 
needed for all corridors served by 
commuter rail.  

  
Opportunities 

 The Popp-Fort Bend Alternative 
performed reasonably well in ridership 
modeling and would provide service 
from the southern end of Fort Bend 
County into the edge of the Texas 
Medical Center. 

 Public/private development of 
infrastructure and facilities will foster 
railroad company participation, public 
support, and political viability. 
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Fort Bend Subregional Plan 
2012 

Document Description 
The Fort Bend Subregional Plan is a joint effort between H-
GAC, seven local stakeholder cities, and Fort Bend County to 
develop a common vision and strategic framework to help Fort 
Bend County manage the growth projected for the region. The 
plan was developed through a collaborative, phased approach 
that included the development of a Vision. By comparing a 
needs assessment and future trends impacting the region with 
the Vision and goals, three key strategic priorities were 
identified: 1) Strengthening Activity Centers, 2) Enhancing 
Multimodal Transportation Links, and 3) Creating Sustainable 
Neighborhoods that Retain their Value. The second priority is the most relevant to this project.  

Key Recommendations Relevant to the Study Area 
The study recommends that high-capacity fixed 
route transit options such as light rail or 
commuter rail should be evaluated, especially for 
high ridership routes like those connecting to 
Downtown, the Galleria, and the Texas Medical 
Center. The transit system should be developed in 
a phased approach that can evolve and grow 
through the years, and in a way that is scalable 
so that transit systems implemented in the short or 
medium term can be redefined or upgraded in 
the long term. 

The study identifies IH-69/US 59 as the main 
transportation spine for the Study Area and 
recommends that the existing corridor ROW 
should be leveraged to build transit. In terms of 
technologies, the study investigates applying 
gradually more complex construction and 
technology applications over time, beginning with 
at-grade bus rapid transit (BRT) within the existing 
ROW, followed by grade-separated BRT in the 
form of an aerial transitway. 

The US 90A corridor was also investigated as part 
of this study and, similar to the IH-69/US 59 
corridor recommendation, concludes that a 
phased approach of commuter express bus service to bus rapid transit is most appropriate.  

Challenges 
 Acquiring additional ROW to widen 

major corridors is increasingly difficult 
and expensive, so utilizing existing ROW 
in efficient manner is critical. 

 Stations and stops built along an existing 
freeway must be carefully thought 
through to ensure that riders can access 
their destinations safely and conveniently 
and that the freeway itself does not act 
as a barrier.  

 At grade BRT along the IH 69/US 59 
corridor would require the removal of 
the existing HOV/HOT lanes.    

 The UPRR rail line has significant 
volumes of freight traffic that makes 
commuter rail infeasible along its ROW. 

 
Opportunities 

 Implemented Traffic Signal Priority (TSP), 
queue jumping, and a dedicated ROW 
for transit can allow for high quality 
transit service along US 90A. 

 The current HOV/HOT lane along IH 
69/US 59 can likely be converted to a 
bidirectional transitway for BRT, 
understanding that there are a few areas 
where there may be capacity constraints 
and width restrictions and thoughtful 
design would be required. 
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Gulf Coast Rail District Regional Commuter Rail Feasibility 
Study 
February 2015 

Document Description 
The Gulf Coast Rail District (GCRD) reviewed long distance 
commuter rail options in the Houston region. A workshop 
hosted by GCRD and the Texas Transportation Institute 
concluded that the most promising alternative was to create 
new rail infrastructure on new ROW adjacent to the existing 
freight rail network.  

Key Recommendations Relevant to the Study Area 
The study reviewed the feasibility of three freight rail corridors, 
including US 90A (UPRR Glidden Subdivision). It assumes that the new track and ROW would be 
dedicated to commuter rail services, likely those that are compliant with Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) passenger trains. Most of the 
US 90A corridor route would follow the UPRR 
Glidden subdivision on the north side of the 
existing freight rail tracks, which will likely result in 
impacts to farmland and more rural properties. 
The easternmost portion of the alignment would 
follow the freight rail east along Holmes Road 
before turning north to run between Almeda Road 
and the Columbia Tap freight line to a terminus 
in the Texas Medical Center. 

Several segments of the alignment would require 
an elevated structure, including those areas 
crossing over US 90A, freight rail tracks, and 
other local roadways.  

Challenges 
 The region’s railroads have indicated 

that moving freight through the existing 
freight rail network precludes any further 
consideration of adding passenger trains 
on the same tracks. 

 Any crossing of a rail line over the 
Brazos River will require a major new 
bridge structure. 

 Passage at-grade near the end of the 
Sugar Land Airport runway clear zone 
most obtain Federal Airport 
Administration (FAA) concurrence.  

 
Opportunities 

 Three existing METRO park-and-ride 
facilities are located along the corridor 
and could be reduced or discontinued if 
shown to provide duplicate service to the 
commuter rail. 

 The placement of the new ROW on the 
north side of the UPRR Glidden 
Subdivision in the vicinity of Beltway 8 
takes advantage of several miles of 
property currently owned by the Harris 
County Toll Road Authority (HCTRA) and 
METRO. 
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High Capacity Transit Task Force for the 2045 Regional 
Transportation Plan  
July 2019 

Document Description  
The High Capacity Transit Task Force (HCTTF) was formed to 
support development of H-GAC’s 2045 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and advance High Capacity Transit 
(HCT) in the region.  The Vision Network Map is a fiscally 
unconstrained, complete network to meet transit needs in the 
region by 2045.  It includes mode/technology-neutral proposed 
HCT lines with either peak or all-day service.  Travel demand 
modeling and benefit-cost analysis was conducted to 
understand potential ridership based on multiple scenarios 
regarding capital expenditure on creation of lines (ex. grade-separated rail versus at-grade BRT).  
Elements of the Vision Network were included in the financially-constrained Priority Network, 
which is included in the 2045 RTP as its long-range transit plan element.  

Key Recommendations Relevant to the Study 
Area 
Peak HCT was included on the 2045 RTP 
Priority Network along US 90A from South 
Fannin Park and Ride to Rosenberg.  It was 
modeled as at-grade BRT, at-grade LRT, at-
grade commuter rail, and grade-separated rail 
in the low, medium-low, medium-high, and 
high capital expenditure scenarios, respectively. 
Unconstrained capacity modeling indicated 
moderate ridership, similar to that of other lines 
connecting the Houston core to suburbs.   

  

Challenges 
 Multiple funding sources will be required 

for large-scale expansion of HCT in the 
region as most municipalities have 
reached the local sales tax limit.  

 The HCTTF recommendations are 
mode-,technology-, and alignment-
neutral, requiring additional study to 
determine these features.  

 HCT must be paired with other transit 
services such as local fixed route and 
first/last mile improvements.  

 
Opportunities 

 Potential stations and park and ride 
locations for the US90A corridor are 
identified on the Priority Network.  

 Overall, benefits outweigh cost with a 
comprehensive, region-wide HCT 
network.   
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METRO Southwest Corridor Alternatives Review 
June 2019 

Document Description 
A Southwest Corridor Task Force was assembled to explore 
transit options in the Southwest Corridor, roughly parallel to US 
90A. METRO prepared the Southwest Corridor Alternatives 
Review to assess potential transit modes and alignments from 
Sugar Land to the Texas Medical Center. The review describes 
the alternatives and provides ROW estimates for each. 

Key Recommendations Relevant to the Study Area 
The study examined its study area in two sections – the western 
portion which extends from Sugar Land to the METRO service 
area and the eastern portion which begins at the limits of the METRO service area and terminates 
at the Texas Medical Center.  

In the western portion, regional express bus service to Sugar Land is an option that may be 
considered in the short-term. However, space is limited within the US 90A ROW so the alignment 
would require either new ROW or the use of 
existing travel lanes. The Southwest Freeway, IH-
69/US 59, could have accommodated a route by 
utilizing the reversible HOV lane, but it does not 
serve the communities along US 90A. In the 
eastern portion there is an opportunity for new 
ROW north of the UPRR tracks. Additionally, 
multiple BRT alignment options are identified 
within the US 90A ROW and along north-south 
arterial streets towards the Texas Medical Center. 

The study included an overview of 24 potential 
alternatives, many that are relevant to this study. 
The potential alternatives include a combination 
of LRT and BRT solutions, both elevated and at-
grade, using the IH-69/US 59, US 90A, 
CenterPoint, and UPRR alignments. Each 
alternative has its pros and cons including costs, 
travel time, ROW needs, and traffic impacts.  

Challenges 
 Space is limited in US90A right-of way, 

requiring new ROW or the use of 
existing lanes. 

 For those alternatives traveling through 
neighborhoods, greater likelihood of 
traffic impacts, acquisition issues, and 
increased travel times. 

 Elevated stations require vertical 
connections to street level. 

 
Opportunities 

 LRT has greater capacity than BRT and 
could interline with the existing 
METRORail system. 

 BRT in a dedicated guideway provides 
an opportunity for additional bus routes 
to use guideway. 

 BRT has the potential for future 
automation to decrease the need for 
more vehicles and operators. 
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3.2 Conclusions 
Fort Bend County has undergone considerable growth over the years, primarily with an emphasis 
on suburban residential development, which encompasses approximately 32.6 percent of the 
county’s land area. While there are some neighborhood commercial activities, the majority of 
employment opportunities are located in Harris County. A significant portion of the county, 
amounting to approximately 32.7 percent of its land area, remains dedicated to agricultural use 
or undeveloped open space, including floodplains. This suggests that significant future 
development is yet to come. 

Travel data reveal that almost seventeen thousand daily trips originating from communities within 
the study area are directed towards employment centers in Houston, with almost half of those 
trips destined for either downtown Houston or the Texas Medical Center. The Study Area’s 
predominantly suburban development, characterized by a household income level that exceeds 
the regional average and a high rate of car ownership at 93 percent, indicates that the principal 
transit requirement is for commuter services to Houston. 

The US 90A corridor is regarded as a vital transportation route linking communities in Fort Bend 
County to various employment centers and other key destinations within the Houston 
metropolitan area. Numerous studies have investigated the feasibility of implementing commuter 
rail and light rail along the US 90A corridor and the adjacent UPRR tracks, uncovering several 
obstacles that complicate implementation. 

Recent advancements in transit opportunities necessitate a re-assessment of services in this 
corridor. Bus Rapid Transit, which has been introduced by METRO in Houston’s Uptown district, 
may provide a flexible transit solution suitable for the Study Area. Furthermore, the opening of the 
Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road has improved access from southern Houston through Missouri City 
to Sienna, thus enhancing connectivity to a rapidly growing segment of the Study Area. These 
developments present new opportunities for improved access and mobility that warrant further 
examination. 
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4 Alternatives Evaluation 

4.1 Definition of Alternatives 

4.1.1 Alignments and Zone Designations 
Five initial alignments have been identified within the designated Study Area. These alignments 
were identified in previous studies or suggested by the study Steering Committee:  

 US 90A (HCT Peak) Alignment: Identified as a peak-period high-capacity transit 
alignment in the 2019 High Capacity Transit Task Force Priority Network   

 UPRR Alignment: Utilizes the UPRR Glidden Subdivision; identified in several previous 
studies including the H-GAC US 90A Corridor Rail Feasibility Study 

 US 90A to IH-69 (METRONext) Alignment: Identified by Houston METRO as a “Potential 
Partnership Alignment” in the 2019 METRONext Long Range Plan 

 CenterPoint Alignment: Utilities a utility easement; identified by the Steering Committee as 
a potential alternative 

 Fort Bend Tollway Alignment: Identified by the Steering Committee as a potential 
alternative 

          Figure 4-1 shows these five alignments are within the designated Study Area which is 
structured into five zones extending from east to west. Each alignment corresponds to a specific 
segment within its respective zone; however, it is noteworthy that the Fort Bend Tollway Alignment 
concludes in Zone 4. A comprehensive description of the segments is provided in Table 4-1, 
while Table 4-2 presents a matrix that delineates the initial alignments and their respective 
segments. The shading in Table 4-2 is assigned according to the letter designations of each 
segment. 

Table 4-1 Breakdown of Study Area Zones and Segments 

Zone Segment Description 

1 
1A 

Fannin Street to West Belfort Avenue to Buffalo Speedway to Holmes Road, 
terminating at the start of US 90A. 

1B Fannin Street to Holmes Road, terminating at the start of US 90A. 

2 

2A US 90A from Hiram Clark Road to Beltway 8. 

2C CenterPoint easement from Hiram Clarke Road at US 90A to Beltway 8. 

2D 
US 90A from Hiram Clark Road to Fort Bend Tollway and Fort Bend Tollway to 
Beltway 8. 

3 

3A US 90A from Fort Bend Tollway to SH 6. 

3C 
CenterPoint easement from Fort Bend Tollway to Lexington Boulevard and 
Lexington Boulevard to SH 6. 

3D Fort Bend Tollway from Beltway 8 to SH 6. 
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Zone Segment Description 

4 

4A US 90A from IH 69 to SH 6. 

4B IH 69 from SH 6 to SH 99. 

4C SH 6 from Lexington Boulevard to IH 69. 

4D Fort Bend Tollway from SH 6 to terminus near SH 99. 

5 

5A US 90A from SH 99 to SH 36. 

5A8 UPRR easement from SH 99 to SH 36. 

5B IH 69 from SH 99 to SH 36 

 

Table 4-2 Initial Alignments and Associated Segments 

Zone 1 2 3 4 5 
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US 90A (HCT Peak) A A A A A 

UPRR A A A A A9 

US 90A to IH-69 
(METRONext) 

B A B B B 

CenterPoint A C C B + C B 

Fort Bend Tollway  A D D D — 

Shading is assigned according to the letter designations of each segment 

 
8 The US90A highway corridor parallels the UPRR Glidden Subdivision and passes through southwest Houston as well 

as the cities of Missouri City, Stafford, Sugar Land, Richmond, and Rosenberg. 
9 The US90A highway corridor parallels the UPRR Glidden Subdivision and passes through southwest Houston as well 

as the cities of Missouri City, Stafford, Sugar Land, Richmond, and Rosenberg. 
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          Figure 4-1 Alignment Segments 
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4.2 Evaluation Process 
The five identified alignment alternatives were then evaluated through a two-step screening 
process.  

4.2.1 Tier 1 Screening 
Preliminary screening criteria were developed to evaluate the feasibility and reasonableness of 
the initial five potential alignments. Since many of the alignments share the same ROW for some 
of the route, initial screening criteria were analyzed segment by segment to reduce duplicative 
analysis. For example, the US90A alignment and the UPRR alignment utilized the same 
approximate area for the length of the route. 

Four major criteria were used to evaluate the initial alignments. Two were evaluated quantitatively 
and two were evaluated qualitatively; however, all were “scored” using Harvey balls in line with 
the high-level evaluation approach.  

The quantitative criteria combined multiple performance measures and were evaluated on a 
segment-by-segment basis. Low score thresholds and high score thresholds were selected for 
each performance measure and used to interpolate scores for each performance measure. If the 
performance measure was at or below the low score threshold, an empty Harvey ball would be 
indicated, and if the performance measure was at or above the high score threshold, a full 
Harvey ball would be indicated. The performance measures were then summarized in the 
following two quantitative criteria: 

 Environmental Factors: environmental constraints, including 100-year floodplain, 
wetlands, and hazardous material sites, along the segment and sensitive receptors, 
including sites qualifying for protection. 

With regards to the 100-year floodplain, According to Federal Emergency Management 
Agency’s (FEMA) National Flood Hazard Layer (NFHL), approximate percentages of each 
Alignment are as follows:  

o Fort Bend Tollway Alignment: Approximately two percent within the floodway, four 
percent within the 100‑year floodplain, and two percent within the 500‑year 
floodplain.  

o METRONext Alignment: Approximately three percent within the floodway, one 
percent within the 100‑year floodplain, and one percent within the 500‑year 
floodplain.  

o HCT Alignment: Approximately one percent within the floodway, eight percent within 
the 100‑year floodplain, and two percent within the 500‑year floodplain.  

o UPRR Alignment: None of the Alignment is within the floodway, 13 percent within the 
100‑year floodplain, and one percent within the 500‑year floodplain.  

o CenterPoint Alignment: Approximately one percent within the floodway, and none of 
the Alignment falls within the 100‑year floodplain or within the 500‑year floodplain. 

 



  US 90A Transit Corridor Study 

  41 

 Density: existing and future population and employment density within 2 miles. A visual 
overview of these densities was previously provided in Figures 2-2 and 2-3. 

The scoring of performance measures contributing to Environmental Factors and Density and 
scores for each segment are shown in Table 4-3. 

Segment scores for Environmental Factors and Density were combined using a weighted average 
by segment length to develop alignment scores. The two quantitative criteria were then combined 
with the two qualitative criteria: ROW Availability and Stakeholder Support. The qualitative criteria 
were evaluated on an alignment basis.  

 ROW Availability: availability, usability, and potential cost of ROW based on current 
ownership and aerial imagery. Approximate ROW widths for each alignment are 
illustrated in Figure 4-2. 

 Stakeholder Support: feedback and support from community and agencies, including 
members of the Steering and Stakeholder Committees. 

Figure 4-2 Approximate Right-of-Way Widths for Alignments Under Consideration 

 

A summary of the Tier 1 screening is shown in Error! Reference source not found.. Each 
alternative was ranked (with a full Harvey ball being the most favorable alignment and an empty 
Harvey ball being the least favorable alignment) to summarize the four criteria.  

Each alternative was then ranked to summarize the four criteria. In this first round of screening, 
the US 90A to IH 69, US 90A, and Fort Bend Tollway alignments scored the highest, while the 
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UPRR and Centerpoint alignments scored the lowest. A significant reason for the low scores on 
the latter two alignments was lack of stakeholder support. With regard to the UPRR alignment, 
Union Pacific staff expressed opposition to sharing their right-of-way with transit. With regard to 
the Centerpoint alignment, members of both the Steering and Stakeholder Committees expressed 
concerns about conflicts with utilities as well as proximity to residences.10 

Based on this first round of screening, the UPRR and CenterPoint Alignment were eliminated from 
further consideration. Three alternatives – US 90A, US 90A to IH-69, and the Fort Bend Tollway - 
were selected to continue the Tier 2 evaluation. 

 
10 H-GAC staff attempted to contact Centerpoint representatives to get their feedback on this alignment but did not receive a 
response. 
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Table 4-3 Environmental Factors and Density Evaluation by Segment 

Criteria Performance Measure 
Low 

Score 
High 
Score 

1 2 3 4 5 

1A 1B 2A 2C 2D 3A 3B 3C 3D 4A 4B 4C 4D 5A 5A11 5B 

Segment length (miles) - - 3.3 3.9 4.7 5.6 2.2 8.4 7.6 6.8 6.0 2.3 4.9 0.4 14.1 9.1 8.3 7.5 

Environmental 
Constraints 

Percentage of the segment is within the 100-year floodplain or 
wetland area 

15% 0% 0% 0% 16% 12% 17% 3% 3% 8% 2% 6% 17% 0% 39% 20% 4% 1% 

Number of hazardous material (TCEQ LPSTs and superfund) sites 
within 0.1 miles of the segment (# / mile) 

3 0 1.8 1.3 2.8 1.1 0.0 3.1 3.0 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7 0.4 0.4 

Sensitive Receptors 
Number of sites qualifying for protection (schools, medical facilities, 
places of worship, and identified cultural resources) within 0.1 miles of 
the segment (# / mile) 

3 0 0.0 0.3 0.6 0.2 0.0 1.1 0.8 0.4 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 1.7 0.0 

Environmental 
Factors 

Environmental Constraints and Sensitive Receptors ○ ● ◕ ◕ ◑ ◑ ◕ ◑ ◑ ◕ ◕ ◑ ◑ ◕ ◑ ○ ◑ ◕ 

Existing Density 
Existing population density within 2-mile buffer (people/mile) 2,000 5,000 3,048 4,335 4,991 4,600 4,581 2,904 2,873 3,124 2,981 2,606 1,405 2,907 577 1,808 1,802 2,090 

Existing employment density within 2-mile buffer (jobs/mile) 1,000 2,500 1,881 3,160 704 511 533 2,304 2,487 1,652 216 1,583 222 1,854 145 591 556 697 

Future Density 
Future population density within 2-mile buffer (people/mile) 2,000 5,000 6,835 8,783 4,194 4,440 3,867 3,014 3,000 2,846 3,744 2,384 2,035 2,665 1,755 2,543 2,540 2,743 

Future employment density within 2-mile buffer (jobs/mile) 1,000 2,500 2,784 4,296 1,492 1,320 1,151 3,064 3,257 2,476 673 1,409 189 1,725 251 973 947 1,058 

Density Existing and projected population and employment density ○ ● ◕ ● ◑ ◑ ◑ ◕ ◕ ◑ ◔ ◔ ○ ◑ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
Refer to Table 4-1 for a description of each segment 

○ ◔ ◑ ◕ ● 
Low    High 

 
11 The US90A highway corridor parallels the UPRR Glidden Subdivision and passes through the cities of Missouri City, Stafford, Sugar Land, Richmond, and Rosenberg. 
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Table 4-4 Assessment of Initial Alignments 

  US 90A (HCT Peak) Union Pacific Rail Road 
US 90A to IH 69  

(METRONext Potential Partnership)  
CenterPoint  

(CenterPoint Easement to IH 69) 
Fort Bend Tollway  

(US 90A to Fort Bend Tollway) 

Length (mi) 27.8 miles 27 miles 28.5 miles 28.4 miles 25.6 miles 

  Score Description Score Description Score Description Score Description Score Description 

Environmental 
Factors ◔ 

2.9 miles in 100-year floodplain; 
high number of hazardous 
material and protected sites, 
particularly in Segment 5 

◑ 
1.5 miles in 100-year floodplain; 
high number of hazardous 
material and protected sites 

◑ 
1.8 miles in 100-year floodplain; 
high number of hazardous material 
sites and moderate number of 
protected sites 

◕ 
2.1 miles in 100-year floodplain; 
moderate number of hazardous 
material sites and minimal number 
of protected sites 

◑ 
6.1 miles in 100-year floodplain; 
minimal hazardous material sites 
and no protected sites 

Density ◑ 

Stronger population and 
employment density in eastern 
segments 

◑ 
Stronger population and 
employment density in eastern 
segments 

◑ 
Stronger population and 
employment density in eastern 
segments 

◔ 
Lower existing and future 
employment density than other 
alignments  

◔ Lowest existing and future 
population and employment density 

Right-of-Way (ROW) 
Availability ◑ 

Entire alignment location along 
US 90A (TxDOT) ROW with 
pinchpoints in Segment 5 

◔ 
Nearly entire alignment is located 
along Union Pacific Rail Road 
ROW with pinchpoints in Segment 
5 

● Majority of alignment is located 
along IH 69 (TxDOT) ROW ◑ 

Alignment is split between 
CenterPoint ROW and IH 69 
(TxDOT) ROW 

◕ 
Majority of alignment is located 
along Fort Bend Tollway (Fort Bend 
County Toll Road Authority) 

Stakeholder Support ◕  Strong stakeholder support  ○ 

Minimal stakeholder support 
(Union Pacific Rail Road staff have 
confirmed that sharing of their 
ROW is not part of their business 
model) 

●  Very strong stakeholder support  ◔ 

Low stakeholder support (Steering 
and Stakeholder Committees 
expressed concerns about conflicts 
with utilities and proximity to 
residences) 

◑  Moderate stakeholder support 

Rank 2  Continue to Tier 2 Evaluation 5  Do not continue to Tier 2 
Evaluation  1  Continue to Tier 2 Evaluation 4  Do not continue to Tier 2 

Evaluation  3  Continue to Tier 2 Evaluation  
 

○ ◔ ◑ ◕ ● 
Low    High 
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4.2.2 Tier 2 Evaluation 
The three alignments carried forward to the Tier 2 evaluation, which focuses on quantitative 
measures directly related to cost and ridership for three alignments with varying technologies and 
service types. The following criteria were used in evaluation: 

 Ridership 
 Capital Cost 
 Right-of-Way (ROW) Need 
 Annual Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Cost 

4.2.2.1 Assignment of Station Locations 
To conduct the Tier 2 evaluation using these criteria, station locations needed to be designated 
for each of the remaining alignments. Determining locations where passengers might board and 
alight the potential service is required to conduct ridership analysis. The number of stations also 
directly affects capital and operating cost estimates for each of the alignments.  

Station locations were assigned to the three alignments based on station criteria that can be 
found in Table 5-2 in the following section and are indicated below in Table 4-5. It should be 
noted that these station locations are preliminary in nature; the actual design and location of the 
HCT stations for the alignments under consideration are contingent on a number of factors, such 
as land use, connectivity, operating concept, station spacing, available right of way, surrounding 
constraints, and public input. The actual location of potential stations is an iterative process that 
will be finalized in the design phase of the project. 

Table 4-5 Potential Stations 

 Alignments 

Station location US 90A  
(HCT Peak) 

US 90A to IH-
69 

(METRONext) 

Fort Bend 
Tollway 

Fort Bend Toll Road @ Grand Pkwy   X 

Fort Bend Toll Road @ Thompson Road   X 

Rosenberg - Avenues H & I @ First Street X   

Rosenberg – IH-69/US 59 @ First Street  X  

Richmond - US 90A @ Fourth Street X   

Richmond - IH-69/US 59 @ FM 762  X  

Sugar Land - US 90A @ Grand Pkwy X   

Sugar Land - IH-69/US 59 @ Grand Pkwy  X  

Sugar Land - US 90A @ SH 6 X   

Sugar Land - IH-69/US 59 @ SH 6  X  
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 Alignments 

Station location 
US 90A  

(HCT Peak) 

US 90A to IH-
69 

(METRONext) 

Fort Bend 
Tollway 

Sugar Land - US 90A @ Dairy-Ashford X   

Sugar Land - US 90A @ US 59  X  

Stafford - US 90A @ Murphy Road X X  

Missouri City - Fort Bend Toll Rd @ SH 6   X 

Missouri City - US 90A @ Beltway 8 X X  

Missouri City - Fort Bend Toll Rd @ McHard 
Rd 

  X 

Missouri City - Fort Bend Toll Rd @ Beltway 
8 

  X 

Houston – US 90A at Fort Bend Toll Rd   X 

Houston - US 90A @ Hiram Clarke Rd X X X 

Houston - Fannin South P&R X X X 

Total stations 9 9 8 

 

4.1.2.2 Ridership Estimation and Consideration of Future Development 

Ridership potential is one of the metrics used to determine the viability of a transit route, corridor, 
or alignment. Historically, the higher the ridership potential would determine the success of the 
route. Ridership is modeled using a forecasting tool which examines both current and future 
demographic data. This data includes population, employment, number of vehicles per 
household, household income and other factors.  

The ridership modeling for this study was conducted in the H-GAC Regional Model (CUBE) by H-
GAC staff, using population and employment projections for a target year of 2045. This model 
integrates proposed transit enhancements with projections of regional population and 
employment figures, while also accounting for both existing and prospective transportation 
improvements, including roadway and transit initiatives. Subsequently, the model forecasts the 
potential ridership for the new service by analyzing prevailing travel patterns and available 
capacity. The outputs generated by the model encompass ridership statistics, travel durations, 
and the number of boardings at each station. Daily boardings for each station in both directions 
were summed to calculate overall daily ridership.  

The detailed results of these modeling runs are provided in Appendix F – Ridership Modeling 
Results, showing overall ridership for each alignment as well as modeled boardings at each 
conceptual station location. Modeled travel times are shown as well. 
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Upon initial evaluation the US 90A to IH-69 alignment ranked the highest for potential ridership, 
while the Fort Bend Tollway alignment ranked the lowest. This was due to the current estimated 
population and employment density along the corridor and near the proposed station locations. 
However, during this evaluation feedback was received from the Steering and Stakeholder 
Committees, as well as the GCRD Board of Directors, that the model was underestimating 
potential ridership along the Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road alignment. This was due to the 
significant amount of development being planned in the vicinity of the alignment west of the 
Brazos River that might not have been fully captured in the previous analysis.  

H-GAC staff worked with the Fort Bend County Engineering Department to collect the most up-to-
date data related to planned and proposed developments along Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road. 
The modeling team then developed a methodology to capture the data for these new 
developments and incorporate the projections into the model. Once this was complete the model 
was re-run and the ridership potential for Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road increased exponentially, 
making it highly competitive with the ridership modeled for the US 90A to IH-69 alignment. 

Other Criteria and Scoring 

Right-of-Way (ROW) Need was estimated based on high-level estimates of existing ROW width, 
needed ROW width, and roadway length where existing ROW is insufficient for needed 
improvement. This was a more in-depth analysis than the Right-of-Way availability analysis 
undertaken in the Tier One screening. For the purposes of this analysis, ROW impacts were 
evaluated by incorporating the width of the proposed guideway into the existing ROW widths 
along the designated alignments. In instances where accommodating the guideway necessitated 
additional ROW, the required width and extent of the supplementary ROW were estimated and 
subsequently compared to other sections of the alignment. 

Capital Cost was estimated based on estimated construction cost of the line infrastructure and 
station infrastructure. Cost of line infrastructure was based on National Transit Database (NTD) 
Agency Profile (2022) data for METRO LRT, BRT, and HOV lane capital costs per mile. 
Construction cost estimates at this level of analysis are typically linearly related to length of the 
alignment. A cost savings factor was applied to the section of Fort Bend Tollway that has not yet 
been constructed since there is opportunity for cost savings if implementation of the transit 
corridor is concurrent with the extension construction. Additionally, for the METRONext alignment, 
a portion of the alignment has existing HOV lanes, so no construction cost was calculated for that 
segment.  

An estimated cost per station was multiplied by the number of stations along each alternative to 
calculate estimates cost of station infrastructure. Cost of line infrastructure and station 
infrastructure were added together and then scores for LRT, BRT, and HOV lane were averaged 
together for a single Capital Cost score. 

Annual O&M Cost is influenced by the operation of the proposed transit service. Factors such as 
headways, service span, travel time, and trip length all contribute to the revenue hours of service 
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required to be provided. These costs were estimated based on average speed for BRT from 
American Public Transit Association (APTA) Public Transportation Fact Book (2024) and estimated 
existing METRO LRT speeds of 15 mph and 20 mph, respectively. Speed data was combined with 
preliminary operating plans and NTD Agency Profile (2023) operating costs per revenue mile 
and hour. The preliminary operating plans assumed schedules similar to that of an express 
service to correspond with the ridership modeling. Annual O&M Cost scores for BRT and LRT 
were averaged to create a single score for Annual O&M Cost for each alternative. 

Scores were assigned for each alternative for each criterion between 0 and 5 points. Minimum 
values and maximum values related to 0 points and 5 points, respectively, were determined and 
used for linear interpolation to calculate the scores.  The values selected as bounds for each score 
are presented in Table 4-6 and an example of scores based on Ridership results are shown in 
Error! Reference source not found.. The Tier 2 assessment matrix is shown in Error! Reference 
source not found..  

Table 4-6 Tier 2 Evaluation Scoring Values 

 Maximum Score  
(5 points) 

Minimum Score  
(0 points) 

Ridership  Daily Boardings 18,000 6,000 

Right-of-Way Need ROW Need (SF) 0 50,000 

Capital Cost 
($1 Million) 

BRT Construction 
$1,500.00 $3,500.00 

LRT Construction 

HOV Lane Construction $500.00 $600.00 

Annual O&M Cost 
($1 Million) 

BRT 
$20.00 $60.00 

LRT 
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Figure 4-3 Ridership Values and Scores (Example) 
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Table 4-7 Tier 2 Assessment Matrix 

  
HCT Peak 
(US 90A) 

METRONext) 
(US 90A to IH 69) 

Fort Bend Tollway 
(without development 

projections) 

Fort Bend Tollway 
(with anticipated 

development) 

Length (mi) 27.84 28.55 25.59 25.59 

Number of Stations 10 11 8 8 

  Value Score Value Score Value Score Value Score 

Ridership Daily Boardings 14,104 3.4 18,109 5.0 7,638 0.7 17,022 4.6 

Ridership Score  3.4  5.0  0.7  4.6 

Right-of-Way 
Need 

ROW Needs 
(SF) 

117,000 0.0 39,000 1.1 0 5.0 0 5.0 

ROW Score  0.0  1.1  5.0  5.0 

Capital Cost 
($1 Million) 

BRT $1,840.85 4.1 $1,890.23 4.0 $1,389.82 5.0 $1,389.82 5.0 

LRT $3,371.93 0.3 $3,460.42 0.1 $2,541.91 2.4 $2,541.91 2.4 

HOV Lane $615.99 0.0 $316.97 4.0 $468.15 1.9 $468.15 1.9 

Capital Cost Score  1.5  2.7  3.1  3.1 

Annual O&M 
Cost 
($1 Million) 

BRT $22.61 4.7 $23.18 4.6 $20.78 4.9 $20.78 4.9 

LRT $60.76 0.0 $62.31 0.0 $55.85 0.5 $55.85 0.5 

O&M Cost Score  2.3  2.3  2.7  2.7 

 TOTAL SCORE  7.2  11.1  11.5  15.4 
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     Figure 4-4 Station Locations and Ridership 



  US 90A Transit Corridor Study 

  52 

4.3 Screening Results 
Once the Tier 2 analysis was completed, the Fort Bend Tollway (without development projections) 
alternative scored the highest of the three alternatives with the US 90A to IH 69 alignment scoring 
just 0.4 points less. While the US 90A to IH-69 alignment has higher ridership, the Fort Bend 
Tollway alignment has less initial investment with lower capital cost and minimal to no right-of-
way needs. The roadways along both the US 90A and US 90A to IH 69 alignments have 
segments with limited available ROW and higher capital costs with longer routes and more 
stations. In contrast, the existing Fort Bend Tollway has available ROW and there is an 
opportunity to build out the southernmost segment of the transit corridor during construction of 
the future Fort Bend Tollway, saving on construction cost. 

The Steering Committee, the Stakeholder Committee, and the GCRD Board of Directors all 
provided feedback to adjust the projected population and employment density of areas in 
proximity to the Fort Bend Tollway alignment based on development that is anticipated to occur 
within that part of the Study Area once the Fort Bend Tollway is built over the Brazos River. To 
incorporate this feedback, a fourth alternative was added which reflects the density adjustments 
and results in higher ridership. Based on the Tier 2 quantitative evaluation, the Fort Bend Tollway 
(with anticipated development) alternative reports the highest score. 
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5 Operational and Technology Options 
The purpose of the US 90A Transit Corridor Study is to identify a feasible alignment alternative 
for future high-capacity service in the corridor. It is intended to be a high-level analysis that 
produces a transit alternative that the Gulf Coast Rail District and other prospective partners in 
the facility’s eventual implementation can advance into more detailed study and analysis. 

As this concept is moved forward into more detailed analysis and design, important decisions will 
need to made related to how the service will operate, the type (mode) of technology that will be 
used, the final number and location of stations (including whether they are at-grade or elevated), 
and the manner in which the service connects to the METRORail Red Line at its eastern end. This 
section presents options that may be considered as this project continues to move towards 
implementation. 

5.1 Service Concepts 
Two potential service concepts were developed for this project: a “Commuter Service” scenario 
which features fewer stops and faster travel times, and an “Express Service” scenario that features 
more station locations but would have slower travel times. The trade-off between the two service 
concepts is between speed and ridership; the Commuter Service would be faster but would have 
less potential ridership because it has fewer stations (and therefore fewer places for riders to 
access the service), while the Express Service concept would serve more people and transit 
connections along the corridor by virtue of having more stations, but would also see lower travel 
times because more stops are required. The Express Service concept might also be more 
expensive to operate, because of lower revenue speeds and the need for more vehicles to 
maintain adequate frequency (headways). Table 5-1 breaks down some of the characteristics 
between Commuter and Express service scenarios.  

Table 5-1 Commuter and Express Service Characteristics 

Characteristic Commuter Service Scenario Express Service Scenario 

Station Spacing 3-5 miles between stations 
2-3 miles maximum between 

stations 

Service Speed 
Faster travel speeds and shorter 

travel times 
Slower travel speeds and longer 

travel times 

Trip Purposes Served 

Work-based travel between 
suburban to urban areas, 
usually during peak hours; 

longer trip distances 

Local or regional travel for work, 
shopping, appointments; shorter 

trip distances 

Vehicle Frequency and Capacity 
Less frequent but with larger 

capacity vehicles 
More frequent service with 
smaller capacity vehicles 
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Station Design 

More elaborate infrastructure for 
stations and larger parking 
facilities; focused on quick 

ingress and egress with direct 
connections to highways 

Stations have simple and basic 
facilities with smaller parking 
facilities;  Prioritize 
walkability and integration with 
local bus routes, bike/ped 
infrastructure 

Station Environment 

Generally located around more 
commercial land uses – office 
complexes, business parks, 

hotels 

Generally located around mixed 
use development – housing, 

retail, and office 

 

For the purposes of the Tier Two Evaluation described in Section 4 of this study, an Express 
Service scenario was assumed. Choosing the actual service scenario for this alignment will 
require a careful weighing of the respective benefits and drawbacks of each, including rider and 
community preferences.  

5.2 Station Locations 
For purposes of estimating ridership, capital and operating costs in the Tier Two Evaluation, 
provisional station locations were assigned to each alignment. These station locations are not 
final; additional analysis will be required as this project moves into its next phase of development, 
and factors such as the type of service concept chosen (Commuter or Express), the availability of 
right-of-way at prospective locations, potential obstacles to station construction or access, 
connectivity with other transit services, the potential for development around stations, and 
community input will need to be considered. 

Error! Reference source not found. provides proposed station location criteria based on the type 
of service proposed in the corridor.  

Table 5-2 Station Criteria and Location Considerations 

 Criteria Commuter Express 

Lo
ca

tio
n 

Proximity to residential, 
suburban, urban areas  

Within 0.5 miles of urban 
areas / activity centers. 

Within 1 mile of residential / 
suburban development. 

Proximity to multimodal 
infrastructure 

 Direct highway access.  
 Personal vehicle access 

points.  

 Local road access. 
 Dedicated bike and 

pedestrian friendly access 
points. 

Surrounding land use  

 Within a 1-mile radius of 
commercial, office, and 
mixed-use development.  

 Min. 30% of land used in 
the surrounding station is 
commercial.  

 Residential and mixed-use 
development within 1 mile 
of station. 

 Min. 30% of land use 
surrounding station is 
residential, mixed-use, and 
retail. 
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 Criteria Commuter Express 
D

em
og

ra
ph

ic
s Population density 

 Lower population density.  
 2,000-3,000 people per 

square mile. 

 Higher population density. 
 3,000-4,000 people per 

square mile. 

Underserved populations   

 Population within 1 mile 
with household income less 
than $30k/year (FPL).  

 Population within 0.5 miles 
with zero-vehicle household.  

 Population within 1 mile 
with household income less 
than $30k/year (FPL). 

 Population within 1 mile 
with zero-vehicle household. 

Fa
ci

lit
y 

D
es

ig
n 

Real estate requirements 

 Minimum of 250 parking 
spaces. 

 Platform space of at least 
600 feet.  

 Accommodates 4-5 bus 
bays. 

 Real estate available for 
expansion. 

 Minimum of 100 parking 
spaces. 

 Platform space of at least 
400 feet. 

 Accommodates 1-3 bus 
bays. 

Station facilities/amenities 
Adequate space for enclosed 
waiting facility for 100 
passengers, and restrooms. 

Adequate space for shelters 
for 50 people, and TVM. 

Passenger capacity  
 High volume. 
 500-1000 passengers 

during peak hours. 

 Moderate volume. 
 200-500 passengers during 

peak hours. 

O
pe

ra
tio

ns
 Service frequency 

 Lower frequency. 
 Peak hours. 
 20-30 minutes headways. 
 Longer distance travel. 

 Higher frequency.  
 Peak commute hours. 
 10-20 minute headways. 
 Shorter distance travel.  

Connections 
Can connect to other transit 
modes. 

Can connect to local feeder 
bus service. 

Catchment Area 
Located within 10 minutes 
driving distance to station. 

Located within 10-minute 
walk of station. 

 

Table 5-3 provides an example of station locations along the US 90A alignment, based on the 
above criteria and service scenario chosen. Where there is less available right-of-way, stations 
may need to be elevated, rather than at-grade. Where sufficient right-of-way is available and a 
large percentage of riders are expected to drive in to access the service, comprehensive park and 
ride facilities should be considered. Examples of a conceptual plan for a large park and ride 
facility (including adjacent development) are depicted in Appendix B – Conceptual Design. 
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Table 5-3 US 90A - HCT Alignment Stations 
 

Service Scenario  Station 
Type 

Parking 
Station location Express Commuter 

Rosenberg - Avenues H & I @ First Street X X at-grade N 

Richmond - US 90A @ Fourth Street X  at-grade Y 

Sugar Land - US 90A @ Grand Pkwy X X at-grade Y 

Sugar Land - US 90A @ SH 6 X  elevated Y 

Sugar Land - US 90A @ Dairy-Ashford X X elevated Y 

Stafford - US 90A @ Murphy Road X  at-grade Y 

Missouri City - US 90A @ Beltway 8 X X elevated Y 

Missouri City - US 90A @ Fort Bend Toll 
Rd/Hillcroft 

X  elevated Y 

Houston - US 90A @ Hiram Clarke Rd/S. Post 
Oak 

X X elevated Y 

Houston - Fannin South P&R X X at-grade N 

Total stations 10 6   

 

When deciding where to locate stations, the potential for Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) 
should be considered. TOD refers to concentrated, mixed-use development located within one-
half mile of a transit facility, allowing for easy walking access to public transportation. Successful 
TOD has the potential to provide multiple benefits, including: 

 Increased public transit use and fare revenue 
 Reduced congestion and air pollution 
 Improved job access and sense of place in a community 
 Reduced low-density development sprawl 

TOD potential should consider factors such as land use, available vacant land, pedestrian and 
bicycle access, community policies, and potential physical constraints, including floodplains and 
wetlands. Appendix C – Transit-Oriented Development Potential analyzes the potential for TOD 
along each of the three alignments carried into the Tier Two Evaluation. 

5.3 Technology 
Various transit modes and technologies can provide the high-capacity service planned for the US 
90A corridor. Vehicles can either be rubber-tired (buses) or on rails (trains), while vehicle 
propulsion can be by way of traditional fuels (gasoline or diesel), alternative fuels (compressed 
natural gas or hydrogen fuel cell) or electric (either by way of overhead catenary or on-board 
battery).  
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Each mode of transit has unique capacity characteristics that impact service delivery and 
passenger experience. Generally speaking, buses will require a lower initial investment and less 
extensive initial infrastructure, while trains will require higher upfront infrastructure and vehicle 
costs. However, trainsets generally have a longer service life than buses, and can provide higher 
passenger capacities on a per-vehicle basis. 

Capacity is a fundamental concept in transit planning, representing the maximum number of 
passengers a transit vehicle can accommodate in a certain period. For each transit mode, 
different variables define this capacity, including seated capacity, standing capacity, and crush 
load capacity. These variables are essential for understanding the operational limits and 
performance of transit systems, especially during peak travel periods when demand is highest.  

Currently, Park & Ride service operates in the IH-69/US 59 corridor with a single reversible High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane that stretches from Spur 527 near Downtown Houston to the area 
around Airport Boulevard, along with two-way diamond lanes extending to Farm to Market (FM) 
762 in Richmond. However, there are no dedicated HOV or diamond lanes on US 90A.  

The existing METRORail technology is light rail transit (LRT), which runs on tracks with an 
overhead electric power source. LRT can operate on city streets or on its own ROW and can run 
as single cars or as multi-car trains. Other technologies, such as diesel commuter rail transit 
(CRT) and bus rapid transit BRT, may also be considered for the US 90A corridor. The ability of 
each of these transit modes to connect with the current METRORail line will be a crucial factor in 
the final decision-making process, which is discussed in further detail below. 

The following are a list of potential high-capacity transit modes and technologies warranting 
further study for their applicability in the US 90A Corridor. It should be noted that both the 
Commuter and Express service scenarios described for this project aim to offer commuters 
quicker trips with fewer stops compared to typical local bus services, while also providing greater 
accessibility than traditional Park & Ride (P&R) options, which often only serve point-to-point 
travel.  

 Express Bus Service – Express bus includes buses making less frequent stops than a local 
service, which stops every 1,000 feet to quarter mile. Express service can range from a 
special service that skips existing stops to only stopping at key locations for a quicker trip 
to a special commuter service in the form of a P&R.  

 Park & Ride (P&R) Service – P&R bus service is designed to provide commuter service from 
suburban areas to employment centers such as Downtown Houston or the Texas Medical 
Center. P&R service typically offers point-to-point service from a remote parking lot to the 
final destination. Occasionally, an interim stop is made, depending on demand in the 
corridor and time of day. Given these buses' role in longer-distance commutes on 
expressways, analyses should focus exclusively on seated capacities, as these buses are 
not designed to accommodate standing passengers. 

 Trolleybus – A trolleybus is an electric bus that draws power from dual overhead wires 
using spring-loaded or pneumatically raised trolley poles. Unlike streetcars and LRT 
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vehicles, trolleybuses have rubber tires and do not use rails. They provide a quiet, zero-
emission urban transport service, but are confined to routes with installed overhead lines. 
Newer "in-motion charging" (IMC) trolleybuses also carry batteries, allowing them to travel 
away from the wires for greater flexibility and potentially lower infrastructure costs.  

 Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) – BRT is typically a bus running in a dedicated lane or guideway, 
mimicking rail. The stations are situated farther apart than local bus service and would be 
designed similar to a light rail station, with off-vehicle fare collection and synchronized 
operations. BRT vehicles can be larger than normal buses, such as articulated buses, can 
accommodate both seated and standing passengers, and can have multiple doors for 
quick loading and unloading.  

 Light Rail (LRT) – LRT is a train of one or more vehicles powered by overhead electric 
source, like the METRORail lines. LRT is typically used in urban environments with smaller 
vehicles than CRT. Current LRT vehicles reach speeds of up to 66 mph, making them 
feasible for faster commuter service. Both seated and standing passengers are 
accommodated. 

  Commuter Rail (CRT) – Commuter rail is typically a series of passenger cars powered by a 
locomotive on freight rail tracks. CRT vehicles are longer and have a higher capacity than 
LRT vehicles. CRT stations are typically adjacent to the freight rail corridor because CRT 
does not leave the freight corridor to operate along the street. Note: with respect to this 
technology within US 90A Corridor, Union Pacific Railroad has expressed their opposition 
to using their trackage or right-of-way for transit service.  

The characteristics for each of these modes are shown in Table 5-4. Additional conceptual 
renderings of selected vehicles and stations can be found in Appendix B – Conceptual Design. 
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Table 5-4 Transit Technology Evaluation Matrix 

Mode  Description  Station Spacing Operating Guideway  
Capital Costs 

(per mile) 
Operating Costs 
(vehicle/ hour) 

Vehicle Capacity 
(seated, standing 
and crush load) 

Travel Speed 

Commuter Rail Transit (CRT)  

  

Train service connecting 
suburban areas and city centers, 
often using freight rail corridors.  

2-5 miles Fixed guideway  $10M $250-300 
Seated: 44-74 

Standing: 100-225 30-80 mph 

Light Rail Transit (LRT)  

  

Rail system that operates on 
tracks within urban or suburban 
areas, providing   

0.25-1 mile 
Fixed guideway or 
dedicated travel lane  

$120-$180M $250-400 
Seated: 72 

Standing: 148 
Crush Load: 200 

25-66 mph 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)  

  

High-efficiency bus system that 
operates on dedicated lanes 
similar to rail.  

0.25-1 mile 
Exclusive guideway or 
mixed flow  

$40-$65M $100-150 

Seated:59 
Standing: 55-65 

Crush Load: 120-
130 

20-65 mph 
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Mode  Description  Station Spacing Operating Guideway  
Capital Costs 

(per mile) 
Operating Costs 
(vehicle/ hour) 

Vehicle Capacity 
(seated, standing 
and crush load) 

Travel Speed 

Express Bus  

  

Frequent bus service that 
provides quicker over with fewer 
stops than local service   

0.2-0.5 miles Mixed traffic  
$600-$800k 
per vehicle 

$150-250 
Seated: 55-70 
(Standees not 

recommended) 
20-50 mph 

Park & Ride  

  

Commuter service linking 
suburban areas to employment 
centers with no or one interim 
stops.  

10-20 miles Diamond or HOV lanes  

$500M 
 

$550-$600 
per vehicle 

$250-$260 
Seated: 55-80 
(Standees not 

recommended) 
55-65 mph 

Trolleybus  

  

Electrically-powered urban or 
suburban service similar to LRT 
but with rubber wheels.  

0.50-1 mile Mixed traffic  $10-$50M $220-$260 
Seated: 25 

Standing: 68 
43-50 mph 
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5.4 End-of-Line Options 
The Fannin South Transit Center has been designated as the eastern terminus for the US 90A 
Transit Corridor Study. The METRORail Red Line ends at the Fannin South Station, and the 
adjacent parking facilities make it a logical endpoint for the proposed HCT corridor. Three types 
of HCT modes are potential candidates for this corridor are LRT, BRT, and CRT. However, it is 
important to examine the implications of using Fannin South as the terminus, as each option may 
present unique challenges.  

If the chosen mode for the US 90A corridor facility is LRT, connecting it to the existing Red Line 
would be straightforward, as both systems use LRT and interlining is possible. Interlining allows 
passengers to enjoy a one-seat ride, meaning they will not need to switch to another mode of 
transit. However, this could negatively impact the current operations of the Red Line.  

The Red Line currently operates with a six-minute headway, which is about the maximum 
frequency achievable for an at-grade, street-running LRT line, even with transit signal priority 
(TSP) favoring LRT operations. Adding another LRT vehicle to the existing Red Line service would 
reduce the headways, complicating the maintenance of consistent train timing and efficient traffic 
flow along the corridor, both parallel and perpendicular to the transit route.  

If the chosen transit mode for the corridor is BRT, a closer look will need to be taken at how it 
connects to the Fannin South Station. One option for this connection could be to have the BRT 
vehicles use the existing transit center bus bays for transfers. Modifications will be needed to 
accommodate BRT vehicles. If that is not feasible, the installation of BRT platforms along Fannin 
Street adjacent to the current Fannin South Station could be considered. Another possibility for the 
BRT service is to extend the US 90A route closer to a key destination, such as the TMC, via 
Almeda Road or SH 288, which has managed lanes that could help expedite travel to the TMC.  

The CRT would run along the UPRR freight rail corridor near Holmes Road, approximately half a 
mile south of the Fannin South Station. To facilitate this connection, either the CRT tracks would 
need to be extended to Fannin South Station, or the Red Line LRT would need to be extended 
south to a new LRT station next to the UPRR. Both options are expensive and come with design 
challenges. However, this intermodal connection no longer requires further consideration since 
the UPRR corridor has been eliminated at the request of Union Pacific.  

To summarize, the options for terminating the US 90A corridor fall into the following three 
categories:  

 Interlining – The LRT mode can join the existing Red Line and operate on existing tracks.  
 Transferring – BRT vehicles stop at Fannin South Transit Center for transfers between LRT 

and BRT.  
 Extending – Taking the BRT beyond the Fannin South Transit Center and connecting to the 

TMC via Almeda Road or SH 288.  
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Each of these options pose a unique set of challenges that must be addressed to adequately 
determine the most favorable solution. Table 5- shows the opportunities and challenges of each.  

Table 5-5 US 90A End of Line Options – Fannin South Transit Center 

Option  Opportunities  Challenges   

Interlining  

 Smoothest option – limited capital cost 
to use existing infrastructure.  

 One seat ride to TMC and CBD – 
interlining avoids forcing transfers which 
adds time and discourages ridership.  

 Cost of LRT vehicles and operation – 
interlining extends the time of operation 
for LRT vehicles and may require 
additional vehicles.  

 Red Line capacity – Previous studies by 
METRO have indicated an operational 
capacity concern inserting an additional 
vehicle in the existing 6-minute 
headways  

Transferring  
Potentially less costly – limited cost of 
improvements, potentially just a station 
platform near Fannin South Station.  

 Adds time to trip – transferring adds time 
to trip waiting for connecting trip.  

 Reduces ridership – time added to trips 
discourages a percentage of riders.  

 Bus capacity at P&R platforms – METRO 
currently has four routes that stop at the 
Fannin South bus platforms. Three of 
those routes end at the Fannin South 
facility and layover for several minutes.  

Extending  

 Offers one seat ride to TMC – direct 
service to the TMC eliminates the 
transfer delay.  

 Uses existing bus stops in TMC – avoids 
cost to modify/add platforms at Fannin 
South.  

Increases operating costs – extending the 
BRT service to the TMC instead of stopping 
at Fannin South will add approx. 3.5 miles 
requiring additional service hours and 
vehicles.  

  

A closer examination of the eastern terminus of the US 90A corridor is necessary, regardless of 
the chosen transit technology. LRT eliminates the need for a transfer but raises concerns about 
capacity for the METRORail Red Line. BRT, on the other hand, offers the most flexibility; it can 
either provide a convenient transfer to the Red Line or be extended to the TMC using various 
routes. Due to UPRR’s position on sharing passenger rail within their ROW, CRT is no longer 
considered a viable transit technology, removing the most expensive and complex option from 
consideration.  
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6 Public Outreach and Community Input 
At the US 90A Transit Corridor Study’s inception, a Public Involvement Plan (PIP) was developed 
to provide an outline for engagement, outreach methods and activities that would ensure 
meaningful public participation in the Study.  The goal of H-GAC and the study team was to 
ensure an open planning process that supports interaction and dialogue with stakeholders and 
the public by making people aware of the study and making access to information about it easily 
available.  

The public involvement plan focused on three primary groups: 

 Key Agencies: agencies most likely to be involved in the implementation of the study’s 
recommendations 

 Stakeholders: elected officials, local government staff, neighborhood leaders, 
Management District and Chamber of Commerce representatives, industry and advocacy 
group representatives, business owners 

 General Public: people who live, work or otherwise interact within the Study Area 

The public involvement plan's key strategies included: 

 Collaborating with key agencies by establishing a Steering Committee to guide the 
technical development of the plan. 

 Engaging public and private stakeholders through a series of stakeholder meetings to 
provide input on the development of the plan. 

 Involving residents in the planning process by providing adequate public notice of 
information with sufficient time to review and comment at public meetings. 

 Targeting diverse groups including youth, young adults, and limited English proficiency 
populations.   

A full report on public outreach is available in Appendix D – Public Involvement Summary.  

6.1 Steering and Stakeholder Committees 

6.1.1 Steering Committee 
At the Beginning of the Study, a Steering Committee was formed to guide the Study and assist in 
the guidance and oversight of the program, goals and objectives, public outreach, alternatives, 
recommendations, and reports. The Steering Committee was comprised of representatives from 
the following key agencies closely involved with the Study: 

 The Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) 
 The Gulf Coast Rail District 
 The Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County, Texas (METRO) 
 Fort Bend Transit 
 The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) 
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The Study Steering Committee met at key milestones on four times over the course of the study: 
May 2024, August 2024, February 2025, and August 2025. 

6.1.2 Stakeholder Committee 
A Stakeholder Committee was created to receive feedback on proposed recommendations and 
solicit and build continuing support for all recommendations. Members of the Stakeholder 
committee included county, city, and neighborhood representatives, Management District and 
Chamber of Commerce representatives, and other entities or specific groups with interests in the 
Study Area. Potential stakeholder groups were identified by H-GAC staff and the study team, with 
concurrence from the Steering Committee, although not all invited entities responded. The 
participating entities included: 

 Brays Oaks Management District 
 Brays Oaks Super Neighborhood 
 City of Houston 
 City of Missouri City 
 City of Sugar Land 
 City of Rosenberg 
 Fort Bend Chamber of Commerce 
 Fort Bend County Engineering Department 
 Fort Bend County Toll Road Authority 
 Harris County Engineering Department 
 Harris County Toll Road Authority 
 Hiram Clarke Fort Bend Redevelopment Authority 
 Texas Medical Center 
 Union Pacific Railroad 
 Westbury Super Neighborhood 

The Stakeholder Committee met twice over the course of the Study, in October 2024 and March 
2025. 

In addition to the Steering and Stakeholder Committee meetings, over the course of the Study 
updates were also provided to the Gulf Coast Rail District Board of Directors as well as H-GAC’s 
Regional Transit Coordination Subcommittee. 

6.2 Public Survey 
H-GAC staff created a public involvement website for the US 90A Transit Corridor Study. Hosted 
by H-GAC’s licensed public outreach software, Engagement HQ, this website’s purpose was to 
engage the public, disseminate information, and receive feedback regarding the study. The 
platform had multiple functionalities, such as an online survey and interactive mapping tools, and 
included the opportunity for individuals lacking a wi-fi connection to use cellphones to text and 
interact by phone for information on the website. This section details the results of the public 
survey that was hosted on this website. 
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6.2.1 Objective 
A survey was posted to the study website to gather feedback from members of the general public 
who use the US 90A Corridor. Survey respondents answered questions regarding their 
experiences with the US 90A corridor, their primary forms of transportation, their primary 
destinations along the corridor, and their vision and priorities for the corridor including suggested 
transportation improvements. Demographic information about the respondents was collected as 
well. 

The survey was open from the beginning of October 2024 through the middle of January 2025. 
A total of 922 responses were received, which greatly exceeded H-GAC’s staff’s initial 
expectations. Survey responses are summarized below; complete details of the Survey can be 
found in the Survey Response Report in Appendix D – Public Involvement Summary.  

6.2.2 How Survey Respondents Use the US 90A Corridor 
 About 97% of respondents indicated that their primary form of transportation in the US 

90A Study Area was driving alone, while about 12% indicated that they regularly carpool. 
Most respondents indicated they do not regularly use alternative forms of transportation, 
such as ride-sharing services, biking, walking, or public transportation. 

 Approximately 51% of respondents indicated they travel along US 90A daily, while about 
25% indicated they use the corridor two to three times a week. 

 About 36% of survey respondents live within the US 90A Corridor Transit Study area, 
while approximately 25% rely on this corridor for their regular commute. 

 The two primary destinations using this corridor were the Texas Medical Center (36%) and 
downtown Houston (23%). 

6.2.3 Top Priorities for Survey Respondents 
 Biggest Concerns: The top two concerns regarding the US 90A Corridor were traffic 

congestion (82%) and lack of transportation options (58%), followed by roadway 
condition and maintenance (38%) and motor vehicle safety (37%). 

 Level of Comfort/Safety While Traveling the Corridor: Many respondents indicated some 
level of discomfort with using the corridor; 31% were somewhat uncomfortable, 26% were 
somewhat comfortable, and 25% were neutral or had no opinion. 

 Top Preferences for Additional Transportation and Mobility Options: Many respondents, 
about 61%, would like to see an expansion of the current bus routes and public transit 
options along the corridor. The next largest group (39%) called for operational 
improvements to the corridor, followed by multi-use trails (33%). 

 Top Preferences for Corridor Improvements: 62% of respondents would want to see 
improved signal timing, followed by more HOV/Bus Lanes (44%), and grade separations 
at railroad crossings (29%).  

 Open-Ended Suggestions and Concerns Related to Addressing Congestion, Speeding, or 
Safety: 

o Public Transit and Rail: Many respondents expressed a strong desire for improved 
public transit options, particularly light rail or commuter rail systems.  They believe 
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this would alleviate traffic congestion, provide a reliable alternative to driving, and 
connect key areas such as Sugar Land, the Texas Medical Center, and downtown 
Houston.  

o Traffic Congestion and Safety: Traffic congestion, especially at intersections and 
railroad crossings, is a significant concern.  Suggestions include better traffic 
signal timing, grade separations at railroad crossings, and the addition of HOV 
lanes or toll roads to improve traffic flow.  

o Pedestrian and Cyclist Infrastructure: There is a call for safer infrastructure for 
pedestrians and cyclists, including protected bike lanes, sidewalks, and pedestrian 
bridges.  Respondents emphasized the need for safe crossings and better 
connectivity to existing trails.  

o Speeding and Enforcement: Speeding and reckless driving are major issues.  
Many respondents suggested increased police presence and enforcement of speed 
limits to enhance safety.  

o Concerns About Public Transit: Some respondents are opposed to public transit 
options, citing concerns about increased crime, homelessness, and the potential 
negative impact on property values.  

o Environmental and Sustainable Solutions: Several participants advocated for 
sustainable transportation solutions, such as rail systems, to reduce pollution and 
promote healthier lifestyles.  

o Infrastructure Improvements: Suggestions for infrastructure improvements include 
adding overpasses, improving road conditions, and ensuring better maintenance 
of existing infrastructure.  

6.2.4 Demographic Breakdown 
 Most respondents fell between the ages of 26 to 65, with 42% in the 26-45 age range, 

and 34% in the 46-65 age range. 
 It is notable that 59% of respondents made $75,000 or more, or “Prefer Not to Answer” 

at 26%. 
 76% of respondents indicated that no one in their household was living with a disability. 
 The gender responses were nearly even – 47% or respondents identified as male, while 

42% identified as female. 11% marked “Prefer Not to Answer,” and 0.2% marked 
“Other.” 

 Most respondents reported that they were either White/Caucasian (46%), or Asian/Pacific 
Islander (21%). Only 11% of respondents were Hispanic Latino, and 8% were Black or 
African American. 

 The primary reported languages of those who spoke a language other than English in the 
home were Spanish (34%), Hindi (6%), and Urdu (6%). The list of reported languages also 
included Mandarin Chinese, German, Malayalam, Vietnamese, Gujarati, and more. Of 
those who reported that they spoke a primary language other than English, 96% 
described their proficiency in English as fluent. 
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6.2.5 Survey Takeaways 
 Most respondents agree that traffic and congestion along the US 90A Corridor must be 

addressed, however there are differing opinions on how to address this issue. While many 
expressed support for additional and expanded public transportation options, some 
respondents would rather see operational improvements and more safety and speeding 
enforcement from local law enforcement.  

 There is a smaller but significant group of respondents that would like more connected 
trails, pedestrian bridges, and more expanded options for alternative forms of 
transportation, citing environmental sustainability and reduced traffic congestion as 
reasons for more expanded and connected options. 

 Survey responses are heavily skewed to those who are proficient in the English language, 
make more than $75,000 a year, and whose primary form of transportation was driving 
alone. It is suggested that this is taken into consideration when considering equity in 
designing alternative transportation for the US 90A Corridor Transit Study. 

6.3 Public Meeting 
There was one in-person public meeting associated with the Study. The meeting was held on the 
evening of Wednesday, April 23, 2025, at the Fort Bend County Libraries Missouri City Branch. 
The meeting was held after the Study’s Alternatives Analysis was completed, in order to solicit 
feedback on the proposed alignments. The meeting was organized as a presentation, followed by 
an open house format. Attendees could ask questions of H-GAC and Study Team staff and could 
provide comments via comment cards or notes on a map of the US 90A Study Area.  

62 people, including multiple elected officials and other key stakeholders, were in attendance. 
Comments from attendees indicated a general interest in additional transit services within the 
Study Area, including high-capacity transit within the US 90A corridor. Concerns about traffic 
congestion, safety, flooding and hurricane evacuation were expressed as well. Complete details 
of the public meeting, including meeting materials, comment cards and photographs, are 
included in the Documentation of Public Meeting in Appendix D – Public Involvement Summary. 
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April 23, 2025 public meeting attendees listen to the presentation. Photo: H-GAC Staff 

6.4 Resolutions of Support 
In any planning process, feedback from elected bodies such as city councils is an especially 
significant form of public input. After the public meeting concluded, the city councils of Missouri 
City and Stafford passed resolutions in support of their preferred alignment alternatives. 
 
The City Council of the City of Missouri City passed a resolution, dated May 5, 2025, in support 
of the Fort Bend Tollway alignment. The resolution cites the Fort Bend Tollway alignment’s 
connectivity to future high-growth areas within Missouri City as a key reason for council support.  
 
The City Council of the City of Stafford passed a resolution, dated May 21,2025, in support of a 
station at the intersection of US 90A and IH-69/US 59. The location of this station would suggest 
a preferred alignment of US 90A (HCT Peak) or US 90A to IH-69 (METRONext Potential 
Partnership), either of which would provide direct service to the City of Stafford. 

Copies of both resolutions, as well as additional comments and emails received from elected 
officials and members of the public, can be found in Resolutions of Support and Additional 
Comments Received in Appendix D – Public Involvement Summary.  
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7 Identification, Phasing and Funding 
Five corridor options were considered at the beginning of the study and were evaluated through 
the Tier 1 analysis which included environmental constraints and existing and future density.   

7.1 Alignment 
Through the Tier 1 evaluation two corridors, UPRR and CenterPoint Alignment, were eliminated 
and therefore did not advance to Tier 2 analysis. Both UPRR and CenterPoint exhibited low 
stakeholder support and UPRR expressed opposition to sharing their corridor with transit. The 
remaining three corridors, US 90A, IH-69 / US 59 and Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road, were then 
evaluated through an additional tier of analysis which included review of right of way needs, 
capital costs, O&M costs, and ridership potential. After reviewing the Tier 2 analysis and 
evaluation it was determined that Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road would be the most viable option 
for HCT to serve Fort Bend County and support future growth. The Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road 
alignment begins at US 90A from Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road to SH 6 and will travel along the 
proposed Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road extension to the future extension of the Grand Parkway. 
The Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road alignment ranked the highest amongst the three remaining 
alignments and had the high ridership potential due to new developments that are being planned 
along the tollway extension.  

Many different transit technologies to provide service along the alignment were identified, 
including commuter rail, commuter bus, bus rapid transit and light rail as part of this study. While 
a technology is not being recommended as part of this study, it is worth noting that the capital 
costs and O&M costs generated during the Tier 2 analysis indicated that BRT may be the most 
cost-effective technology option, at least in the near term. Commuter buses could be 
implemented quickly with minimal capital expenditure. Light rail could potentially be a viable 
future option as the ridership grows and demand increases; however, an LRT option would need 
to consider how to integrate into existing transit services in Harris County. While light rail could 
potentially integrate at Fannin South connecting to METRORail Red Line there are operational and 
right of way challenges. For rail to advance these challenges would need to be further identified 
and addressed.  

Due to Union Pacific’s opposition to use of trackage and right-of-way owned by them for transit 
service, commuter rail is unlikely to be a viable technology option in this corridor. 

7.2 Implementation 
Considering the potential costs associated with integrating high-capacity transit along the US 90A 
and IH-69 ROW, the construction of a comprehensive transit system within the entire Study Area, 
from Fannin South Park and Ride to Rosenberg, currently may not be feasible. Therefore, a 
phased implementation of the proposed transit services presents a more pragmatic approach.  

The establishment of a Minimal Operable Segment (MOS) is a widely recognized method for 
managing substantial transit investments. MOS entails the development of a component of the 
larger project that can function independently while delivering essential services. This strategy 
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enables the sponsors of the transit initiative to effectively manage their cash flow and maximize 
the benefits derived from the project. 

For this project, the recommended MOS would involve the development of high-capacity transit 
service operating in its own guideway in three phases, from the Fannin South Park and Ride to 
the future intersection of the Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road and the Grand Parkway (H 99), with a 
branch along US 90A to the vicinity of IH-69 in Sugar Land. This approach is advantageous as 
the majority of anticipated ridership is projected to originate from Sugar Land and areas to the 
east and south, thereby allowing for the deferral of a commitment to extend the alignment 
westward to Rosenberg. Should priorities evolve, or new developments emerge that render the 
extension along US 90A to Rosenberg more appealing, that option will remain viable. 

7.3 Phased Approach 
A three-phase approach allows for staggered implementation including an option to begin 
service quickly and not delaying implementation until the proposed roadways are constructed. 
The three-phase approach is outlined below by phase along with implementation strategies.  

 Phase 1A – This initial alignment would begin at the Fannin South Park and Ride and 
follow US 90A to the Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road to SH 6. This phase, which is located 
entirely within METRO’s Service Area, would provide service to established neighborhoods 
in southwest Houston and provide connectivity not only to the METRORail Red Line but 
several METRO local bus routes operating in the area as well. In the short term, the 
operator of the service could partner with a developer to allow riders to use a facility such 
as an underused parking lot of a retail center as a temporary site as ridership builds. 
METRO currently operates the Missouri City Park & Ride, which is located within a mixed-
use development that includes retail and multi-family residential, along with a parking 
garage for commuters.12 Additional station locations along the Fort Bend Parkway Toll 
Road, for example at McHard Road (FM 2234) and at Sienna Parkway, should be 
considered as well. The GCRD and its implementing partners should consider 
approaching developers in the area to discuss station locations, temporary facilities, and 
joint development opportunities similar to that at the Missouri City Park and Ride. 

 Phase 1B – Once the proposed Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road is extended south across the 
Brazos River and towards the future Grand Parkway extension, the second phase can be 
implemented. Phase 1B terminates at Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road and Grand Parkway 
where many new developments are planned, including the 15,000-acre George Ranch 
Foundation development and the 4,700-acre Austin Point development. By ensuring that 
the necessary space is preserved during the design and construction phases of the Fort 
Bend Parkway Toll Road, HCT will continue to be a viable option within this corridor. The 

 
12 The original facility was in a Kroger shopping center; METRO and a developer had a Memorandum of 
Understanding that METRO riders would use a portion of the parking lot as a temporary park & ride facility 
during the daytime. This arrangement allowed METRO to build ridership which would warrant a permanent 
facility. The permanent parking garage became operational in 2024, and ridership demand has increased such 
that METRO now provides additional trips into the Texas Medical Center. 
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same station location philosophy discussed for Phase 1A – approaching developers to 
discuss station location and TOD opportunities, and identifying temporary park & ride 
facilities until ridership demand has increased enough to warrant a permanent facility – 
should be employed in this phase as well.  

 Phase 2 – Phase 2 is a branch alignment following US 90A from the intersection of US 
90A and the Fort Bend Toll Road Parkway to the intersection of US 90A and IH-69/US 59. 
Because this alignment phase passes through more heavily-developed areas within the 
Study Area, it may be more challenging to implement. However, it will provide service to 
additional established neighborhoods and employment concentrations in southwest 
Houston, Missouri City and Stafford, as well as connectivity to additional METRO local bus 
routes including the high-frequency services along Fondren and Gessner. Phase 2 will 
also provide connectivity to the diamond HOV lanes operating along IH-69/US 59, which 
in turn will allow service to Sugarland, Richmond, and Rosenburg, including park and ride 
facilities operated by Fort Bend County transit. The manner of connection between the 
Phase 2 alignment and the HOV lanes along IH-69/US 59 will depend on the mode and 
technology chosen. 

 
The three phases of the high-capacity transit alignment are depicted in Figure 7-1 below. 

Figure 7-1 Suggested Phasing of the Identified US 90A Corridor Facility 
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7.4 Funding Options and Approach 
Securing sustainable and diverse funding is crucial for the successful planning, development, and 
implementation of transit and transportation projects. These initiatives often demand significant 
capital investment, long-term financial planning, and coordination among multiple jurisdictions 
and stakeholders.   

A comprehensive funding approach utilizes a combination of public and private sources, 
including federal and state grants, local taxes, public-private partnerships, and value capture 
strategies, to address the unique financial needs of each project. By aligning funding mechanisms 
with project goals, governance structures, and community requirements, agencies can ensure 
both fiscal responsibility and the long-term viability of transportation systems. Table 7-1 identifies 
different funding sources, characteristics, and for what each funding source is beneficial.  

Table 7-1 Summary of Funding Options 

Funding Source  Characteristics  Best For  

Federal Grants  
Competitive, matching funds 
required.  Large-scale infrastructure.  

State/Local Taxes  Stable, but politically sensitive.  Long-term capital investment.  

Public-Private Partnerships 
(P3s)  

Shares risk with private sector.  Toll roads, transit infrastructure.  

Value Capture  
Links real estate growth to 
funding.  

Station-area development.  

Developer Fees  Growth-driven, regulatory.  
Expanding networks in urban 
areas.  

 

Potential funding types are further described below and summarized in Tables 7-2 and 7-3. 

7.4.1 Public Funding  

FTA Capital Investment Grants (CIG) Funding Category Descriptions  
FTA’s CIG Program is FTA’s largest discretionary grant program and has the highest single-
source funding potential for transit projects.  

The following provides a general overview of the differences between the CIG funding categories 
and incorporates changes based on the new administration:  

 Small Starts: Projects that have a capital cost estimate of less than $400 million (YOE $) 
and are seeking less than $150 million in CIG funds. The maximum CIG funding share is 
80 percent, and total federal funds may not exceed 80 percent. Activities eligible for 
reimbursement following execution of the grant agreement include design and 
construction of new fixed guideways or extensions to fixed guideways.  

 New Starts: Projects that have a capital cost estimate of $400 million (YOE $) or more or 
that are seeking $150 million or more in CIG funds. The maximum CIG funding share is 
60 percent, and total federal funds may not exceed 80 percent. Activities eligible for 
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reimbursement following execution of the grant agreement include design and 
construction of new fixed guideways or extensions to fixed guideways.  

 Core Capacity: There are no maximum or minimum cost thresholds for Core Capacity 
projects. The maximum CIG share is 80 percent, and total federal funds may not exceed 
80 percent. Eligible activities for reimbursement following the execution of the grant 
agreement include design and construction of a corridor-based investment in an existing 
fixed guideway system that improves capacity not less than 10 percent in a corridor that is 
at capacity today or will be in 10 years.  

 Joint Intercity Rail/Public Transportation Project: Design and construction elements 
attributable to the public transportation portion of the total project cost based on 
projected use of the new segment or expanded capacity of the project corridor, not 
including elements designed to achieve a state of good repair.  

7.4.2 Other FTA Funds  

Urbanized Area Formula Program (Section 5307)  
Formula funds are available through the FTA Section 5307 Urbanized Area Formula Program. 
These funds are apportioned based on population and transit use through a direct recipient 
agency. The direct recipient with respect to the US 90A corridor is Houston METRO because the 
corridor is located within the Houston Urbanized Area (UZA). 

Eligible activities for Section 5307 funds include planning, engineering, design, safety, and 
security equipment; vehicle acquisition and replacement; construction of maintenance and 
passenger facilities; and capital investments in new and existing fixed guideway systems.   

Specifically related to HCT projects, Section 5307 could support planning and engineering as 
well as the construction of project elements such as stations, park-and-ride lots, or 
communication systems.   

Bus and Bus Facilities Discretionary Grant Programs (Section 5339)  
The Section 5339(b) Bus and Bus Facilities Competitive Grant Program (Bus Program) and 
Section 5339(c) Low or No Emissions Bus Competitive Grant Program (Low-No Program) are 
discretionary grant programs authorized under the FAST Act. Similar to the FTA formula fund 
programs described previously, while these programs may not provide direct funding to a BRT 
project, funding could be used to support other capital expenses and potentially free up other 
funds that could support implementation of the BRT corridors.  

Eligible activities for Section 5339 funds include capital projects to replace, rehabilitate and 
purchase buses, vans, and related equipment, and to construct bus-related facilities.  

FHWA Formula Funds  
FHWA formula funds include sources that are eligible to be “flexed” or transferred to the FTA to 
support implementation of transit projects. These funds are programmed by the local 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO; in this case, H-GAC) and would require adoption into 
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the Long-Range Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) to 
be used to fund a portion of the HCT project’s capital costs.  

Surface Transportation Program  
The Surface Transportation Program (STP) provides funding for projects that preserve and 
improve the conditions and performance on any federal-aid highway, bridge, and tunnel projects 
on any public road, pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, and transit capital projects. Potential 
HCT project elements that could be eligible for STP funds include operational improvements, 
parking facilities, and safety improvements.  

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement   
The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) Program provides funds to 
States for transportation projects designed to reduce traffic congestion and improve air quality, 
particularly in areas of the country that do not attain national air quality standards. Created by 
the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991, and continued in 
subsequent authorizations, the CMAQ program has been a key funding mechanism for helping 
urban areas meet air quality goals and supporting investments that encourage alternatives to 
driving alone and improve traffic flow.  

Many types of projects are eligible under the CMAQ program including electric vehicles and 
charging stations, diesel engine replacements and retrofits, transit improvements, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities, shared micromobility projects including shared scooter systems, and more. In 
addition to improving air quality and reducing congestion, CMAQ projects can improve access to 
transportation services for all users, improve safety, and promote application of new and 
emerging technologies.  

7.4.3 Additional Funding Options   

USDOT BUILD Grants (formerly known as RAISE and TIGER)  
The program, Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD) formerly known as 
the Rebuilding American Infrastructure with Sustainability and Equity (RAISE) Discretionary Grant 
and Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) Grant Program, is one of 
USDOT’s largest multimodal discretionary grant programs and supports innovative projects that 
would be otherwise difficult to fund through traditional federal programs. USDOT seeks projects 
that will catalyze long-lasting, positive changes in economic development, safety, quality of life, 
environmental sustainability, and state of good repair. Successful projects include those seeking 
to improve access to reliable, safe, and affordable transportation to enhance connectivity and 
provide ladders of opportunity for communities in urban, suburban, and rural areas.  

Transit Oriented Development Pilot Program  
The Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Pilot Program provides funding to advance planning 
efforts that support TOD associated with new HCT projects. The grants are intended to provide 
funding to integrate land use and transportation planning efforts along eligible transit projects in 
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order to support transit ridership, multimodal connectivity, and mixed-use development near 
transit stations.  

7.4.4 Private and Alternative Funding  

Public-Private Partnerships (P3s)  
Public-Private Partnerships (P3s) enhance infrastructure development by leveraging private sector 
capital and expertise to supplement public budgets. This approach accelerates project delivery 
and encourages innovation. Additionally, P3s transfer risks to private partners, which improves 
long-term asset management and accountability. This collaborative model enables governments 
to meet infrastructure needs more efficiently, spreading costs over the asset's lifespan. It also 
ensures higher-quality, well-maintained facilities by aligning private incentives with public 
objectives.  

Value Capture Financing (VCF) 
Value capture financing (VCF) uses various mechanisms to recover a portion of the increased 
property value or economic activity resulting from public infrastructure investments. Rather than 
relying solely on general taxes, VCF collects a share of the private benefits created by public 
works to fund these projects, their ongoing maintenance, or other community needs. This 
approach not only helps finance infrastructure projects but also accelerates their delivery, 
promotes transit-supportive land use, and supports public policy goals by applying the 
beneficiary-pays principle.  

Examples of value capture financing include Tax Increment Financing (TIFs), special assessment 
districts such as Tax Increment Reinvestment Zones (TIRZs), and joint development around transit 
and multimodal stations.  

Developer Contributions / Impact Fees  
Developer impact fees are charges applied to new development projects to fund public facilities 
and infrastructure improvements needed to support that growth. These fees ensure that new 
developments contribute fairly to the increased demand for services such as roads, water and 
sewer systems, parks, schools, and other community services. Typically, these fees are one-time 
payments calculated based on the specific impact of a project and must be legally connected to 
the development they support.  

Summary  
Funding transit and transportation projects requires a strategic and multi-layered approach that 
balances public investment, private sector involvement, and innovative financing tools. No single 
source of funding can cover the diverse and often significant costs associated with these 
initiatives. Therefore, it is essential to tailor funding strategies to the specific scope, location, and 
objectives of each project.  

By combining traditional funding mechanisms, such as federal and state grants, with emerging 
models like value capture and P3s, agencies can improve financial resilience, speed up project 
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delivery, and maximize public benefit. Ultimately, well-structured funding strategies are crucial for 
developing efficient transportation systems for the future.  

7.5 Next Steps 
This study was a high-level approach of identifying the potential for HCT in the US 90A corridor 
linking Downtown Houston to Fort Bend County as well as identifying a feasible corridor. While 
this study did identify a potential alignment a deeper level of analysis and planning will need to 
be completed. The next phase of planning should include enhanced environmental analysis with 
due diligence to complete and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) which 
could be a Categorical Exclusion (CE), an Environmental Assessment (EA), or an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) for the project. Conceptual design will be necessary should a dedicated 
guideway be required, and additional planning elements will be contingent on the funding 
sources that will be used. In addition to additional planning efforts, funding and operations, 
including designating the agencies responsible for providing the transit service, will need to be 
identified to advance the project further.  

7.5.1 Project Development 
Entering the Project Development (PD) phase of the FTA CIG Program is a formal process that 
begins the federal evaluation of a proposed transit capital investment. This phase is required for 
all projects seeking funding under the New Starts, Small Starts, or Core Capacity categories of 
the CIG program. The process is governed by federal law (49 U.S.C. § 5309) and FTA guidance, 
and it includes detailed planning, environmental reviews, and funding commitments. The PD 
phase must be completed within two years, unless the FTA grants an extension. 

The first step for the project sponsor—usually a local or regional transit agency—is to submit a 
formal letter to the FTA requesting entry into the PD phase. This letter must include a clear 
description of the project, its purpose, preliminary capital cost estimates, and an outline of the 
anticipated funding sources, including non-federal funding. Additionally, the sponsor must 
commit to completing the environmental review and other requirements within two years and 
affirm its intent to pursue CIG funding.  

Once the FTA receives the letter, it will evaluate whether the project meets the eligibility criteria 
and notifies the sponsor of its decision within 45 days. If the project is approved, it will be 
formally admitted into the PD phase, and the decision will be published in the Federal Register. 

Once the sponsor enters the PD phase, they must initiate the environmental review process. This 
process must adhere to the NEPA and other related environmental regulations, such as Section 
106 for historic preservation and Section 4(f) for parklands. Depending on the complexity of the 
project, this may include a CE, an EA, or an EIS. The sponsor is required to coordinate with the 
FTA and other agencies to secure either a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) or a Record 
of Decision (ROD), both of which are essential for moving the project forward. 

In conjunction with the environmental review, the project sponsor is required to refine the 
project’s scope, schedule, and cost estimates, progressing the design to approximately 30 percent 
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completion. Precise estimates are essential as they establish the foundation for risk assessment 
and cost-effectiveness evaluation. Concurrently, the sponsor must demonstrate a commitment to 
local financial support by identifying and securing non-federal funding sources. This process 
frequently necessitates formal agreements, legislative actions, or voter-approved funding 
measures to contribute to the project's capital expenses. 

To support the FTA evaluation, the project sponsor must prepare a set of technical and policy 
documents. These include a Project Management Plan (PMP), a financial plan, travel demand 
forecasts, a benefit-cost analysis, and evidence of the project’s expected impact on mobility, 
congestion, and economic development. The FTA uses these materials to assign a project rating 
(such as high, medium-high, or medium) based on project justification and local financial 
commitment. 

Once the project sponsor completes these requirements, they may request to advance to the next 
phase: Engineering (for New Starts and Core Capacity projects) or the negotiation of the Project 
Construction Grant Agreement (PCGA) (for Small Starts). The FTA will review the request and 
determine whether the project meets the necessary criteria to proceed. Successfully completing 
the PD phase is a significant milestone, indicating that the project is moving closer to receiving 
federal capital funding. 

To enter the FTA’s CIG PD phase, several key steps must be completed. These include submitting 
a formal request, obtaining FTA approval, conducting a thorough environmental review, and 
developing detailed project plans and cost estimates. Additionally, it is essential to secure 
confirmed financial backing and provide extensive documentation to support the federal 
evaluation. This phase is critical for establishing a solid foundation for federally funded transit 
infrastructure projects. 
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8 Conclusion 
The US 90A corridor is regarded as a vital transportation route linking communities in Fort Bend 
County to various employment centers and other key destinations within the Houston 
metropolitan area. Numerous previous studies have determined that there is a need for high 
capacity transit (HCT) to alleviate congestion on area roadways and provide a choice for those 
that don’t want to drive in these growing communities. Previous studies have also investigated the 
feasibility of implementing commuter rail along the US 90A corridor and the adjacent UPRR 
tracks, uncovering several obstacles that complicate implementation. 

Recent advancements in transit opportunities necessitate a re-assessment of services in this 
corridor. Bus Rapid Transit may provide a flexible transit solution suitable for the Study Area. 
Furthermore, the opening of the Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road has improved access from southern 
Houston through Missouri City to Sienna, thus enhancing connectivity to a rapidly growing 
segment of the study area. These developments present new opportunities for improved access 
and mobility that warrant further examination. 

Five initial alignments were identified within the designated study area. These alignments then 
underwent a two-tier screening process. Through the Tier 1 evaluation two corridors, UPRR and 
CenterPoint Alignment, were eliminated primarily due to low stakeholder support and therefore 
did not advance to Tier 2 analysis. The remaining three corridors, US 90A, IH-69 / US 59 and 
Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road, were then evaluated through an additional tier of analysis which 
included review of right of way needs, capital costs, O&M costs, and ridership potential.  

After reviewing the Tier 2 analysis and evaluation it was determined that Fort Bend Parkway Toll 
Road would be the most viable option for HCT to serve Fort Bend County and support future 
growth. The Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road alignment begins at US 90A from Fort Bend Parkway 
Toll Road to SH 6 and will travel along the proposed Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road extension to 
the future extension of the Grand Parkway. The Fort Bend Parkway Toll Road alignment ranked 
the highest amongst the three remaining alignments and had high ridership potential due to new 
developments that are being planned along the tollway extension.  

A three-phased approach was identified for implementing HCT along the Fort Bend Tollway, with 
the first phase available to be implemented in the short term and the second phase’s 
implementation dependent on the construction of the Fort Bend Tollway over the Brazos River. A 
longer-term phase three, a branch of the alignment continuing along US 90A to IH-69/US 59, 
would serve Stafford and provide connectivity to HOV facilities along IH-69 serving park and ride 
facilities operated by Fort Bend Transit 

Many different transit technologies to provide service along the alignment were identified as part 
of this study. While a technology is not being recommended as part of this study, it is worth 
noting that the capital costs and O&M costs generated during the Tier 2 analysis indicated that 
BRT may be the most cost-effective technology option, at least in the near term. Commuter buses 
could be implemented quickly with minimal capital expenditure. Light rail could potentially be a 



  US 90A Transit Corridor Study 

  79 

viable future option as the ridership grows and demand increases; however, an LRT option would 
need to consider how to integrate into existing transit services in Harris County. While light rail 
could potentially integrate at Fannin South connecting to METRORail Red Line there are 
operational and right of way challenges. For rail to advance these challenges would need to be 
further identified and addressed. Due to Union Pacific’s opposition to use of trackage and right-
of-way owned by them for transit service, commuter rail is unlikely to be a viable technology 
option in this corridor. 

In addition to technology, other characteristics that need to be evaluated as the Gulf Coast Rail 
District and its potential implementing partners (including, potentially, METRO and Fort Bend 
Transit) moves this project into its next phase of design and analysis include service operating 
concepts, station locations (including the potential for transit-oriented development (TOD)), 
funding options (including private sector participation), and project development through the 
Federal Transit Administration’s Capital Investment Grant (CIG) program as well as enhanced 
environmental analysis to complete and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). Additionally, the GCRD and its implementing partners should consider approaching 
developers in the area to discuss right-of-way issues, station locations, temporary facilities, and 
joint development opportunities. 
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9 Appendix A – Existing Cross Sections 
Figure 9-1 US 90A Cross -Section 
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Figure 9-2 IH-69 / US 59 and US 90A Cross Section 
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Figure 9-3 Fort Bend Tollway Cross Section 
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10 Appendix B – Conceptual Design 
Figure 10-1 Park & Ride Conceptual Plan – 1  
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Figure 10-2 Park & Ride Conceptual Plan – 2 
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Figure 10-3 Conceptual Birds Eye View of a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Station Location 
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Figure 10-4 Conceptual Rendering of a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Station Location 
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Figure 10-5 Conceptual Design of Intermodal Station (Commuter Rail and Local Bus) 
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Figure 10-6 Conceptual Birds Eye View of a Light Rail Transit (LRT) Station Location 
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Figure 10-7 Conceptual Rendering of a Light Rail Transit (LRT) Station Location 
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11 Appendix C – Transit-Oriented Development 
(TOD) Potential 

11.1 Purpose 
This chapter analyzes the transit-oriented development (TOD) potential of each of the three 
alignments identified in the US 90A Transit Corridor Study shown in Figure 11-1.  

Figure 11-1 US 90A Alternative Alignments 

 

TOD is a type of urban development that clusters jobs, housing, services, and amenities around 
public transport hubs, such as transit stations. When implemented effectively, TOD offers 
numerous benefits, including: 

 Increased public transit usage and revenue from fares 
 Reduced congestion and air pollution 
 Improved job accessibility and a stronger sense of community 
 Decreased low-density sprawl 

An area’s market readiness, or unrealized market value, influences the development potential of 
station areas to support TOD. For example, identifying the amount of developable land in a 
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station area determines the realistic future development demand, and allows city governments to 
implement the appropriate regulations that align land use and planning regulations with transit 
strategies. 

In this analysis, a high-level approach was taken to assess the TOD potential of each alternative 
alignment. The analysis identifies vacant or underutilized land within half a mile of each station 
as a measure of development potential. Underutilized land refers to parcels where the value of 
the land exceeds the value of the structures on it, indicating the possibility of constructing more 
valuable buildings that can enhance the economic productivity of the area. Additionally, existing 
land uses, parcel sizes, open spaces, and current multi-modal connectivity were evaluated to 
identify TOD opportunities.  

Ultimately, the findings presented in this chapter will inform the ridership potential of each 
alignment and enable city officials to establish TOD targets. These targets aim to stimulate 
development in underserved areas, connect more people to job opportunities, and improve 
access to affordable transportation options. 

11.1.1 HCT Peak Alignment 
The HCT Peak alignment includes ten proposed stations that connect cities and communities 
along the US 90 corridor to the Fannin South Transit Center in Houston. Figure 11-2 provides an 
overview of the station locations along this alternative alignment. 

Figure 11-2 HCT Peak Alignment Overview 

 

Land uses around the station areas vary, but the most common designation is Single-Family 
Residential, accounting for over half (58.3%) of all parcels in the area. The top four land uses 
within a ½-mile radius of each proposed station location include Commercial Retail (10.9%), 
Civic Facilities (9.6%), and Vacant or Other (8.5%). More specifically, small lot detached single-
family homes and large commercial parcels are prevalent throughout all station areas along this 
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alignment. Consequently, these sprawling land-use patterns result in low residential density 
throughout the entire corridor. 

In general, the number of vacant parcels within a station area increases as the HCT Peak 
Alignment travels west. However, one drawback to this finding is that the areas with the highest 
amount of vacant land are suburban in terms of development style. Suburban development 
patterns conflict with TOD principles due to their sprawling and low-density nature. Furthermore, 
residents of these station areas may wish to preserve the suburban character, which could inhibit 
the potential to implement higher density land uses around proposed stations.  

The commercial properties along this corridor are designed primarily for automobile use, 
featuring large surface parking lots in front of the businesses and few sidewalk connections to 
nearby residential areas, which limits pedestrian access. Many of these commercial properties 
also focus on auto-related activities, such as car sales and repair services, further hindering the 
area’s potential for TOD. This combination of factors creates an environment that prioritizes 
automobiles as the main mode of transportation in this area. 

Throughout the entire alignment, there is a noticeable lack of pedestrian connectivity in the areas 
surrounding the stations, primarily due to the suburban street patterns. Sidewalk networks are 
mostly confined to residential neighborhoods, with few, if any, connections to nearby commercial 
areas. Additionally, there are no bike lanes present in any of the proposed station areas. 

The vicinity around the proposed US 90A at US 59 Station exemplifies the land use patterns 
found along the entire alignment. Figure 11-3 illustrates the existing land uses surrounding the 
proposed station. 
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Figure 11-3 Proposed US 90A at US 59 Station Area Zoning 

 

The proposed US 90A station area is home to a high amount of commercial and residential 
parcels. While single-family detached parcels are the most common parcel type and make up 
about 51% of all parcels in the station area, commercial parcels take up the most land within the 
station area at about 27% of the total gross area available. In terms of development type, these 
commercial parcels are mostly low-intensity commercial strips with large surface parking lots 
fronting stores that do not encourage pedestrian activity. Vacant or readily developable land 
make up about 2% of the total area within the station area and are scattered throughout. 
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While residential areas directly back some commercial parcels, there are few to no multimodal 
connections between commercial centers and residential developments that would allow residents 
to access these centers without a car. Figure 11-4 shows the lack of multimodal connections 
between commercial centers and the directly adjacent residential development that enforce 
dependency on single-occupant vehicles to access essential services. 

Figure 11-4 Multimodal Conditions within US 90A Station Area 

 

Although this entire alignment is characterized by significant commercial activity that could boost 
future transit ridership demand, the current absence of multimodal infrastructure near the stations 
will hinder riders from navigating the area without a car. To enhance the potential for TOD along 
this alignment, it is essential to improve pedestrian connectivity from the stations to the nearby 
commercial centers and residential neighborhoods. Additionally, implementing higher-density 
land uses where appropriate will further support this initiative. 

11.1.2 METRONext Partnership Alignment 
The METRONext Alignment includes eleven proposed stations along I-69 before turning east onto 
US 90A and terminating at the Fannin Transit Center. Figure 11-5 provides an overview of the 
station locations along this alignment. 
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Figure 11-5 METRONext Alignment Overview 

 

Station area development along this corridor can mainly be categorized within rural to suburban 
Station area development along this corridor can generally be classified as rural to suburban. 
Areas designated as agricultural or open space account for just over one-eighth (17%) of all land 
within a half-mile of a proposed station. Commercial parcels occupy the largest portion at 
approximately 32% of the total area within each station area. In contrast, residential parcels 
make up a relatively small share, with about 8% of the corridor within half a mile of a station 
designated for residential development.  

Overall, the number of agricultural or open space parcels increases as the alignment moves 
west. Similar to the HCT alignment, residential developments in this corridor are predominantly 
single-family detached homes. However, this alignment features more multi-family developments 
within station areas compared to the HCT alignment, resulting in a higher overall residential 
density. Additionally, the commercial centers along this alignment are more focused on TOD and 
include retail, restaurants, and entertainment venues, compared to the commercial offerings 
found along the HCT alignment. 

The State Highway (SH) 99 Station is located along the METRONext alignment. This station area 
provides a diverse mix of commercial, residential, and civic uses, as well as a medical facility that 
are likely major destinations and job hubs for residents and travelers. Several suburban-style 
residential developments are situated at the borders of the half-mile station area, along with one 
large multi-family residential development in the northwestern quadrant of the Study Area. Figure 
11-6 presents an overview of the zoning patterns within the SH 99 Station area. 



  US 90A Transit Corridor Study 
   

  97 

Figure 11-6 Proposed SH 99 Zoning Overview 

 

In general, commercial parcels are clustered towards the middle of the station area along Crabb 
River Road where it intersects Southwest Parkway. Residential developments are typically located 
directly behind commercial parcels and comprise most of the border within a half mile of the 
proposed station. A large golf course in the southeastern quadrant of the station area also takes 
up a considerable amount of space.  

In terms of development patterns, the commercial parcels within this station area are auto 
oriented in design with large surface parking lots fronting these centers and minimal sidewalk 
connectivity that would allow residents from the surrounding neighborhoods the ability to walk to. 
Additionally, pedestrian connectivity is constrained to each of the station area quadrants that are 
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created as a result of the intersection between SH 99 and Crabb River Road in that there are no 
sidewalk or multimodal connections between any of these station area quadrants. Figure 11-7 
provides an example of these limited pedestrian connections from residential developments 
between commercial areas within the station area. 

Figure 11-7 Multimodal Conditions within SH 99 Station Area 

 

There are several large commercial parcels in the southern half of the station area that may be 
underutilized according to the improvement ratio and could represent an opportunity for 
redevelopment into a higher-density mixed use development. The current uses of these properties 
are an auto sales lot and a large RV park. Figure 11-8 provides an overview of these 
underutilized parcels. 
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Figure 11-8 Land Improvement Ratios of Parcels within SH 99 Station Area 

 

In terms of TOD potential, the existing commercial parcels and medical facilities within this 
station area provide an opportunity for infill development that would increase demand for transit 
in this area while allowing those who are employed at these businesses the opportunity to live 
closer to work. Currently, TOD potential is limited by the existing pedestrian network and 
confusing road design that makes this station area unsafe and unrewarding to walk within.  

TOD potential along the entire METRONext alignment is higher compared to the HCT alignment 
due to the existing commercial uses that are more oriented towards TOD and the number of 
multi-family developments within station areas that result in a slightly higher overall residential 
density. These commercial centers and multi-family developments drive a higher demand for 
transit compared to the HCT alignment. However, the existing transportation network does not 
allow for strong multimodal connectivity along this alignment due to the suburban street patterns. 
The number of agricultural and open space parcels indicate an opportunity for multi-use trail 
connections within and between station areas and would aid in establishing a more pedestrian 
friendly built environment that is in line with TOD. Efforts to implement more mixed-use 
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developments within these large commercial centers, paired with stronger multi-modal 
connections within station areas will further drive ridership for a future transit system. 

11.1.3 Fort Bend Tollway Alignment 
The Fort Bend Tollway Alignment includes eight proposed stations along the Fort Bend Parkway 
Toll Road. Figure 11-9 below provides an overview of the initially proposed stations and includes 
an additional two stations along the tollway road pending the construction of a future extension. 
For the sake of this analysis, the two additional stations were not included. 

Figure 11-9 Fort Bend Tollway Alignment Overview 

 

Of the three alignments, the Fort Bend Tollway Alignment sees the highest amount of land 
dedicated to open space or agriculture, which significantly limits existing TOD potential due to the 
rural development patterns. Approximately 49% of the available land within a half mile of the 
proposed stations is dedicated to open space or agriculture. Civic uses take up the second 
highest amount of land at 8% of the total area, followed by single-family residential 
developments at just 7.5% of the total area. There are no multi-family residential developments 
along this alignment, which is consistent with the existing rural character of the alignment. 
Additionally, there are very few vacant parcels that are available for redevelopment along this 
corridor. 

The limited number of commercial developments along this alignment are only accessible via 
automobile, with large surface parking lots fronting these businesses that are located on major 
arterial roads within station areas. 

Along this proposed alignment is the SH 6 Station, which is located around the intersection of the 
Fort Bend Tollway Road and SH 6. Figure 11-10 provides a clear example of the rural land use 
patterns found along the entire alignment. 



  US 90A Transit Corridor Study 
   

  101 

Figure 11-10 Proposed SH 6 Zoning Overview 

 

Agriculture and open space comprise over half (52%) of the total area within a half-mile radius of 
the proposed station location. This is followed by Civic spaces at 13% and Commercial areas at 
9%. Low-density residential developments, consisting mainly of single-family homes, are located 
on the outskirts of the Study Area and lack pedestrian connections to the commercial properties 
concentrated in the center of the station area. The existing suburban to rural development 
patterns in this area are unlikely to change in the near future, which may hinder the potential for 
transit-oriented development (TOD). Figure 11-11 illustrates the auto-oriented commercial 
parcels within the station area, characterized by large surface parking lots that prioritize 
automobile access. 
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Figure 11-11 SH 6 Station Area Development Patterns 

 

Consistent across the entire alignment is a lack of sidewalk networks due to the rural 
development patterns. Additionally, the high-volume arterial roads that traverse the station areas 
are not conducive for sidewalk creation, which further inhibits any possibility of improving multi-
modal conditions. 

In general, TOD potential along the Fort Bend Tollway Alignment is low. The rural development 
patterns consistent across the entire corridor are not conducive for TOD and are unlikely to 
change in the near future. 

11.2 Value Capture Mechanisms to Improve TOD Potential 
Value capture is a strategy used to fund infrastructure improvements while promoting 
development near those projects. This approach leverages the economic growth generated by a 
new transit system to support further enhancements along its route. In Texas, a common example 
of this mechanism is Transportation Reinvestment Zones (TRZs). These designated areas around a 
transportation project allow local governments to capture and reinvest the additional property tax 
revenue resulting from the project’s improvements. A TRZ can significantly enhance the potential 
for TOD by utilizing the increased property values that arise from infrastructure upgrades and 
channeling those funds back into further improvements that enhance mobility and connectivity.  

A Transportation Reinvestment Zone (TRZ) operates similarly to a Tax-Increment Financing (TIF) 
district by capturing some or all of the increased property tax revenue from properties within a 
designated area. TRZs do not raise tax rates; rather, they allow local entities to collect a portion of 
all future property taxes (above a predetermined base level) that result from increased property 
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values. This revenue is then used to fund public improvements that contribute to these value 
increases and further development. 

For an area to be designated as a TRZ, it must be underdeveloped and directly benefit from the 
transportation improvements made.13 Unlike TIFs, TRZs do not require a board of directors. 
However, similar to TIFs, TRZ funding relies on revenue generated from property development to 
repay any debt incurred, which can limit revenue during the early years of establishment. 
Although revenue may increase significantly over time, the lower amounts in the early years can 
restrict the ability to issue debt and, consequently, the funds available for infrastructure projects. 

 
13 https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/fact_sheets/value_cap_transportation_reinvestment_zones.aspx 
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12 Appendix D – Public Involvement Summary 

12.1 EngageHQ Survey Summary Document produced by H-GAC 
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12.2 Public Meeting Summary document produced by 
Hollaway  
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14 Appendix F - Ridership Modeling Results 
 

RouteName    Mode Dist(mi) PKTime OPTime PKHeadway  OPHeadway  PkVeh  OpVeh  TotPass  TotPaxMi TotPaxhr 
US 90A 4 26.15 44.82 44.82 15 30 4 2 14104 93516 2670 
US 90A IH-69 4 27.37 46.91 46.91 15 30 4 2 18109 142200 4059 
US 90A - Fort Bend Toll (Orig Scenario)   4 25.97 44.52 44.52 15 30 4 2 7638 58379 1534 
US 90A - Fort Bend Toll (Enh Devt Scenario)     4 25.97 37.44 37.44 15 30 4 2 17022 130103 3419 

 

Field Definition 

RouteName Transit Route Name  

Mode Type of transit mode 

Dist(mi)  Route distance (miles) 

PKTime     Peak period travel time (minutes) 

OPTime  Off-peak period travel time (minutes) 

PKHeadway  Peak time headway 

OPHeadway  Off-peak period headway 

PkVeh  Number of vehicles during peak period 

OpVeh  Number of vehicles during off-peak period 

TotPass Total passenger volume 

TotPaxMi Total passenger miles traveled 

TotPaxhr Total passenger travel time (hours) 
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US 90A 
NAME MODE N NODESEQ STATION_LOCATION STOPN DIST CULDIST TIME CULTIME VOL ONN OFFN 
801 EB 4 14085 1 Rosenberg - Avenues H & I @ First Street 1 3.23 3.23 5.54 5.54 1454 1454 0 
801 EB 4 14075 2 Richmond - US 90A @ Fourth Street 1 4.58 7.81 7.85 13.39 1898 697 253 
801 EB 4 14095 3 Sugar Land - US 90A @ Grand Pkwy 1 2.4 10.21 4.11 17.5 2711 915 102 
801 EB 4 14065 4 Sugar Land - US 90A @ SH 6 1 3.08 13.29 5.27 22.77 2774 715 652 
801 EB 4 14055 5 Sugar Land - US 90A @ Dairy-Ashford 1 2.63 15.92 4.5 27.27 2813 773 734 
801 EB 4 14045 6 Stafford - US 90A @ Murphy Road 1 2.21 18.13 3.78 31.05 3159 904 558 
801 EB 4 14035 7 Missouri City - US 90A @ Beltway 8 1 2.81 20.94 4.82 35.87 2196 409 1372 
801 EB 4 15735 9 Missouri City - US 90A @ Fort Bend Toll Rd 1 2.37 23.31 4.07 39.94 2240 116 72 
801 EB 4 18005 11 Houston - US 90A @ Hiram Clarke Rd 1 2.84 26.15 4.88 44.82 2601 1069 708 
801 EB 4 17385 14 Houston - Fannin South P&R 1 2.84 26.15 4.88 44.82 0 0 2601 

             
801 WB 4 17385 1 Houston - Fannin South P&R 1 2.84 2.84 4.88 4.88 2288 2288 0 
801 WB 4 18005 4 Houston - US 90A @ Hiram Clarke Rd 1 2.37 5.21 4.07 8.95 2122 656 822 
801 WB 4 15735 6 Missouri City - US 90A @ Fort Bend Toll Road 1 2.81 8.02 4.82 13.77 2203 165 84 
801 WB 4 14035 8 Missouri City - US 90A @ Beltway 8 1 2.21 10.23 3.78 17.55 4679 2797 321 
801 WB 4 14045 9 Stafford - US 90A @ Murphy Road 1 2.63 12.86 4.5 22.05 4145 610 1144 
801 WB 4 14055 10 Sugar Land - US 90A @ Dairy-Ashford 1 3.08 15.94 5.27 27.32 1924 186 2407 
801 WB 4 14065 11 Sugar Land - US 90A @ SH 6 1 2.4 18.34 4.11 31.43 895 136 1165 
801 WB 4 14095 12 Sugar Land - US 90A @ Grand Pkwy 1 4.58 22.92 7.85 39.28 736 59 218 
801 WB 4 14075 13 Richmond - US 90A @ Fourth Street 1 3.23 26.15 5.54 44.82 360 155 531 
801 WB 4 14085 14 Rosenberg - Avenues H & I @ First Street 1 3.23 26.15 5.54 44.82 0 0 360 

 

US 90A TO IH-69            
NAME MODE N NODESEQ STATION_LOCATION STOPN DIST CULDIST TIME CULTIME VOL ONN OFFN 
801 EB 4 16895 1 Rosenberg - US 59 @ First Street 1 3.72 3.72 6.38 6.38 695 695 0 
801 EB 4 16885 2 Richmond - US 59 @ FM 762 1 4.32 8.04 7.4 13.78 1711 1112 96 
801 EB 4 16835 3 Sugar Land - US 59 @ Grand Pkwy 1 2.3 10.34 3.94 17.72 2181 536 66 
801 EB 4 16825 4 Sugar Land - Lexington Blvd @ Smart Financial Ctr 1 1.69 12.03 2.9 20.62 2607 542 116 
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801 EB 4 16785 5 Sugar Land - US 59 @ SH 6 1 2.48 14.51 4.24 24.86 4176 2318 749 
801 EB 4 14055 6 Sugar Land - US 90A @ US 59 1 2.63 17.14 4.5 29.36 4029 865 1012 
801 EB 4 14045 7 Stafford - US 90A @ Murphy Road 1 2.21 19.35 3.78 33.14 4334 1085 780 
801 EB 4 14035 8 Missouri City - US 90A @ Beltway 8 1 2.81 22.16 4.82 37.96 2805 491 2020 
801 EB 4 15735 10 Missouri City - US 90A @ Fort Bend Toll Road 1 2.37 24.53 4.07 42.03 2845 137 97 
801 EB 4 18005 12 Houston - US 90A @ Hiram Clarke Rd 1 2.84 27.37 4.88 46.91 3309 1274 810 
801 EB 4 17385 15 Houston - Fannin South P&R 1 2.84 27.37 4.88 46.91 0 0 3309 

             
801 WB 4 17385 1 Houston - Fannin South P&R 1 2.84 2.84 4.88 4.88 2476 2476 0 
801 WB 4 18005 4 Houston - US 90A @ Hiram Clarke Rd 1 2.37 5.21 4.07 8.95 2385 636 727 
801 WB 4 15735 6 Missouri City - US 90A @ Fort Bend Toll Road 1 2.81 8.02 4.82 13.77 2487 176 74 
801 WB 4 14035 8 Missouri City - US 90A @ Beltway 8 1 2.21 10.23 3.78 17.55 5979 3775 283 
801 WB 4 14045 9 Stafford - US 90A @ Murphy Road 1 2.63 12.86 4.5 22.05 5852 912 1039 
801 WB 4 14055 10 Sugar Land - US 90A @ US 59 1 2.48 15.34 4.24 26.29 4256 563 2159 
801 WB 4 16785 11 Sugar Land - US 59 @ SH 6 1 1.69 17.03 2.9 29.19 1421 394 3229 
801 WB 4 16825 12 Sugar Land - Lexington Blvd @ Smart Financial Ctr 1 2.3 19.33 3.94 33.13 830 37 628 
801 WB 4 16835 13 Sugar Land - US 59 @ Grand Pkwy 1 4.32 23.65 7.4 40.53 639 46 237 
801 WB 4 16885 14 Richmond - US 59 @ FM 762 1 3.72 27.37 6.38 46.91 159 40 520 
801 WB 4 16895 15 Rosenberg - US 59 @ First Street 1 3.72 27.37 6.38 46.91 0 0 159 

 

FORT BEND TOLLWAY (ORIGINAL SCENARIO)         
NAME MODE N STATION_LOCATION STOPN DIST CULDIST TIME CULTIME VOL ONN OFFN 
801 EB 4 17245 Fort Bend Toll Road @ Grand Pkwy 1 12.60 12.60 21.59 21.59 767.16 767.16 0 
801 EB 4 17005 Missouri City - Fort Bend Toll Rd @ SH 6 1 5.98 18.58 10.25 31.84 1034.8 453.79 186.15 
801 EB 4 16955 Missouri City - Fort Bend Toll Rd @ Beltway 8 1 2.06 20.64 3.53 35.37 1444.64 540.65 130.81 
801 EB 4 15735 Missouri City - US 90A @ Fort Bend Toll Road 1 5.33 25.97 9.15 44.52 654.29 4.66 795.02 
801 EB 4 17385 Houston - Fannin South P&R 1 5.33 25.97 9.15 44.52 0 0 654.29 

            
801 WB 4 17385 Houston - Fannin South P&R 1 5.33 5.33 9.15 9.15 1062.48 1062.48 0 
801 WB 4 15735 Missouri City - US 90A @ Fort Bend Toll Road 1 2.06 7.39 3.53 12.68 1493 445.35 14.82 
801 WB 4 16955 Missouri City - Fort Bend Toll Rd @ Beltway 8 1 5.98 13.37 10.25 22.93 974.42 58.49 577.07 
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801 WB 4 17005 Missouri City - Fort Bend Toll Rd @ SH 6 1 12.60 25.97 21.59 44.52 655.93 0 318.49 
801 WB 4 17245 Fort Bend Toll Road @ Grand Pkwy 1 12.60 25.97 21.59 44.52 0 0 655.93 

 

FORT BEND TOLLWAY (ENHANCED DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO)         
NAME MODE N STATION_LOCATION STOPN DIST CULDIST TIME CULTIME VOL ONN OFFN 
801 EB 4 17245 Fort Bend Toll Road @ Grand Pkwy 1 7.72 7.72 10.29 10.29 2081 2081 0 
801 EB 4 17015 Fort Bend Toll Road @ Thompson Road 1 4.88 12.60 6.50 16.79 2998 917 0 
801 EB 4 17005 Missouri City - Fort Bend Toll Rd @ SH 6 1 3.59 16.19 4.78 21.57 4408 1716 306 
801 EB 4 16985 Missouri City - Fort Bend Toll Rd @ McHard Rd 1 2.39 18.58 3.19 24.76 4880 930 458 
801 EB 4 16955 Missouri City - Fort Bend Toll Rd @ Beltway 8 1 2.06 20.64 3.53 28.29 5641 1209 448 
801 EB 4 15735 Missouri City - US 90A @ Fort Bend Toll Road 1 2.37 23.01 4.07 32.36 4734 605 1512 
801 EB 4 18005 Houston - US 90A @ Hiram Clarke Rd 1 2.62 25.63 5.08 37.44 5010 1108 832 
801 EB 4 17385 Houston - Fannin South P&R 1 0.34 25.97 0.00 37.44 0 0 5010 

            
801 WB 4 17385 Houston - Fannin South P&R 1 2.96 2.96 5.08 5.08 4914 4914 0 
801 WB 4 18005 Houston - US 90A @ Hiram Clarke Rd 1 2.37 5.33 4.07 9.15 4652 815 1077 
801 WB 4 15735 Missouri City - US 90A @ Fort Bend Toll Road 1 2.06 7.39 3.53 12.68 5576 1516 592 
801 WB 4 16955 Missouri City - Fort Bend Toll Rd @ Beltway 8 1 2.39 9.78 3.19 15.87 4847 454 1183 
801 WB 4 16985 Missouri City - Fort Bend Toll Rd @ McHard Rd 1 3.59 13.37 4.78 20.65 4388 462 921 
801 WB 4 17005 Missouri City - Fort Bend Toll Rd @ SH 6 1 4.88 18.25 6.50 27.15 2982 297 1703 
801 WB 4 17015 Fort Bend Toll Road @ Thompson Road 1 7.72 25.97 10.29 37.44 2075 0 907 
801 WB 4 17245 Fort Bend Toll Road @ Grand Pkwy 1 7.72 25.97 10.29 37.44 0 0 2075 

 


