
Analysis of patronage forecasts also entailed detailed reviews of projected passenger 

boardings and alightings at each station.  Station access forecasts by walk, auto, and 

feeder bus were checked for accuracy and reasonableness.  Such detailed scrutiny of 

data ensures the identification of potential coding errors and helps with the equilibration 

of feeder bus supply at each station.  Corridor line ridership is the sum of demand at 

stations along a given line.  Exhibit II-21 and Exhibit II-22 present ridership by station for 

eastern and western corridors, respectively.  

 

It is important to note; however, when referring to the station activity in the previous 

exhibits that the final line ridership for Corridors E-2, E-3 and E-4 does not match that 

shown in Exhibit II-20 as the adjustment for interlining benefits for relevant corridors was 

only done for the total corridor riders, not station by station. 
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EXHIBIT II-19 
 

EASTERN CORRIDORS BOARDINGS BY STATION 
 

Regional Rail Boardings 
Corridor Stations 2007 2030 
E-2 Downtown Denton 390 570 
 Medical Center 570 960 
 Lewisville North/FM407 580 750 
 Lewisville CBD 590 680 
 Lewisville South 1,190 1,440 
 Downtown Carrollton/Belt Line 1,010 1,340 
 Line Ridership 4,330 5,740 
E-3 McKinney Central LRT/RR 250 382 
 McKinney North 350 1,076 
 Fairview/FM1378 760 1,233 
 Stacy 440 696 
 FM2170 1,300 1,565 
 Legacy Drive 250 237 
 Spring Creek 680 757 
 Parker Road 920 1,139 
 Line Ridership 4,950 7,085 
E-4 Frisco North 390 1,400 
 Frisco CBD/FM 720 550 1,200 
 South Frisco 490 570 
 Hebron 670 900 
 Windhaven/Austin 190 300 
 Downtown Carrollton/Belt Line 730 1,200 
 Line Ridership 3,020 5,570 
E-5 Westmoreland 932 1,399 
 Camp Wisdom/Main 498 582 
 Cedar Hill CBD 494 695 
 Cedar Hill/Midlothian/Lo 55 109 
 Midlothian Central 142 380 
 Line Ridership 2,121 3,165 
E-6 Union Station 1,180 1,740 
 Loop12/Walton Walker 190 250 
 IH-20/Langdon 90 140 
 Lancaster CBD 640 780 
 Red Oak 320 500 
 Waxahachie/287 160 400 
 Waxahachie CBD 160 220 
 Line Ridership 2,740 4,030 

Source: NCTCOG-DFWRTM-Final Run Recommended Alternative 
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EXHIBIT II-20 
 

WESTERN CORRIDORS BOARDINGS BY STATION 
 

Regional Rail Boardings 
Corridor Stations 2007 2030 
W-1 ITC Terminal 1,780 2,010 
 Texas Wesleyan 410 430 
 Oakland/Rosedale 730 770 
 Handley/SH180 440 510 
 Cooks Lane 750 1,000 
 Arlington UTA Center 690 710 
 SH 360 1,190 1,400 
 Grand Prairie 480 530 
 NAS 280 340 
 Westmoreland 460 540 
 Union Station 2,700 3,400 
 Line Ridership 9,910 11,640 
W-2 North DFW 460 570 
 Grapevine Main 390 450 
 Colleyville 170 200 
 DFW 13th Station 930 1,250 
 Main/Davis 480 520 
 Loop 820/North Richland Hills 530 570 
 Beach/Meacham 380 490 
 Stockyard/28th 550 630 
 ITC Terminal 1,700 1,920 
 T&P Building 340 380 
 Medical (Penn/Summit) 560 630 
 Berry/TCU 520 620 
 Seminary 440 500 
 Hulen 480 670 
 Line Ridership 7,930 9,400 
W-4 ITC Terminal 980 1,440 
 T&P Building 340 470 
 Medical 300 350 
 Berry/TCU 150 220 
 IH 820/McCart 290 380 
 Sycamore School Rd 680 890 
 Crowley Main St. 320 520 
 Joshua 70 200 
 Cleburne North 30 120 
 Cleburne Intermodal Terminal 120 250 
 Burleson 50 130 
 Line Ridership 3,330 4,970 

Source: NCTCOG-DFWRTM-Final Run Recommended Alternative 
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PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

Exhibit II-23 includes a summary of the performance for each corridor, based on the final 

recommendations for the project and using the performance indicators presented earlier 

in this chapter.  Interim versions of this table are contained in the accompanying CD-

ROM, as part of the various presentations that were offered to the Policy/Technical 

Committees throughout the project. 

 



 

EXHIBIT II-21 
 

PERFORMANCE SUMMARY BY CORRIDOR 
 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

E-2 
Regional 

Rail 

Score E-3 
Regional 

Rail 

Score E-3 
Light Rail 

Score E-4 
Regional 

Rail 

Score E-5 
Regional 

Rail 

Score E-6 
Regional 

Rail 

Score W-1 
Regional 

Rail 

Score W-2 
Regional 

Rail 

Score W-4 
Regional 

Rail 

Score

Performance 
Benchmark 
(Annual cost 
per annual 
rider)  
(see pg. VIII-15) 

$10.37 5 $6.75 5 $8.90 4 $7.50 4 $14.55 4 $17.98 4 $10.40 5 $10.62 5 $12.49 5 

Total Daily 
Ridership 
Forecast 

6,200 4 9,600 4 9,600 4 6,500 3 3200 2 4,000 3 11,600 5 9,400 4 5,000 3 

One-way Trip 
Time (minutes) 

39 5 28 5 33 4 33 5 32 5 53 5 47 3 61 2 52 3 

Estimated 
Capital Cost 
(millions) 

$238.60 5 $234.70 5 $312.80 4 $161.40 5 $169.50 5 $265.70 4 $434.9M 3 $366.10 3 $229.6M 3 

Estimated 
annual O&M 
Cost (millions) 

$11.50 4 $7.40 4 $11.00 3 $9.40 5 $9.10 4 $13.80 5 $15.6M 3 $21.2M 2 $15.0M 3 

Local Authority 
and Funding 

DCTA org. 
exists and 
funding is 
available. 

5 None  1 None  1 None 1 None 1 None 1 None  1 None 1 None  1 

Community 
Acceptance 

Community 
has 
approved 
sales tax to 
fund regional 
rail type 
system 

5 Community 
may be open 
to 
acceptance 
of regional 
rail type 
service. 

3 Community 
may be open 
to 
acceptance 
of light rail. 

3 Community 
may be open 
to 
acceptance 
of regional 
rail type 
service. 

3 Community 
may be open 
to 
acceptance 
of regional 
rail type 
service. 

3 Community 
may be open 
to 
acceptance 
of regional 
rail type 
service. 

3 Community is 
open to 
acceptance 
of regional 
rail service. 

4 Communities 
are open to 
acceptance 
of regional 
rail service. 

5 Communities 
are open to 
acceptance 
of regional 
rail type 
service. 

5 

Ease of 
Implementation 

Right-of-way 
is owned and 
controlled by 
Denton 
County and 
DART.  
Relocation of 
trail will be 
necessary 
before track 
can be 
constructed. 

4 DART owns 
right-of-way 
and controls 
local freight 
operations. 

5 Light rail 
requires 
separate 
tracks or 
FRA 
approved 
time 
separation. 

4 Use of right-
of-way must 
be 
negotiated 
with the 
BNSF. 

4 Use of right-
of-way must 
be negotiated 
with the 
BNSF. 

4 Use of right-
of-way must 
be 
negotiated 
with the 
BNSF and 
the UP.  
Flyover of 
the UP will 
be required 
at Forest 
Avenue. 

2 UPRR owns 
ROW and 
Tower 55 
congestion 
restricts 
capacity. 

1 DART and 
FW&W own 
ROW.  

4 BNSF and 
FW&W own 
ROW.  

4 
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Evaluation 
Criteria 

E-2 
Regional 

Rail 

Score E-3 
Regional 

Rail 

Score E-3 
Light Rail 

Score E-4 
Regional 

Rail 

Score E-5 
Regional 

Rail 

Score E-6 
Regional 

Rail 

Score W-1 
Regional 

Rail 

Score W-2 
Regional 

Rail 

Score W-4 
Regional 

Rail 

Score

Connectivity 
with Existing 
and Planned 
Transit 
Operations  

Regional rail 
will require 
transfer to 
DART at 
Carrollton for 
some route 
choices. 

3 Regional rail 
will require 
transfer to 
DART at 
Plano.  

2 Light rail 
allows 
interlining 
with DART in 
Plano without 
transfers. 

5 Regional rail 
will require 
transfer to 
DART at 
Carrollton for 
some route 
choices. 

4 Regional rail 
will require 
transfer to 
DART at 
Westmore-
land. 

4 Regional rail 
will access 
Dallas Union 
Station and 
could be 
interlined 
with the TRE 
if practical. 

4 Regional rail 
allows 
interlining 
with TRE and 
DART LRT, 
and transfers 
to buses. 

5 Regional rail 
allows 
interlining 
with TRE, 
transfers 
with The T, 
and 
connects to 
DFW APM. 

5 Regional rail 
allows 
interlining 
with TRE and 
transfers with 
The T. 

4 

Compatibility 
with Freight 
Railroad 
Operations 

Compliant 
regional rail 
is compatible 
with local 
freight 
operations. 

5 Compliant 
regional rail 
is 
compatible 
with local 
freight 
operations. 

5 Not 
compatible 
with freight 
operations 
unless time 
separated 
and FRA 
waiver 
approved. 

2 Regional rail 
equipment is 
compatible. 

3 Regional rail 
equipment is 
compatible. 

4 Regional rail 
equipment 
will have to 
be compliant 
to be 
compatible. 

4 Compliant 
regional rail 
is compatible 
with freight 
RR 
operations.   

4 Compliant 
regional rail 
is compatible 
with freight 
railroad 
operations.   

5 Compliant 
regional rail 
is compatible 
with freight 
railroad 
operations.   

4 

Serves Area of 
Unmet Mobility 
Need 

Roadway 
capacity 
deficiency 
moderately 
severe 

2 Serves area 
of the most 
severe 
capacity 
deficiency 

5 Serves area 
of the most 
severe 
capacity 
deficiency  

5 Serves area 
of severe 
capacity 
deficiency  

4 Roadway 
capacity 
deficiency 
not severe 

1 Roadway 
capacity 
deficiency 
not severe  

1 Roadway 
capacity 
deficiency 
low to 
moderately 
severe 

2 Roadway 
capacity 
deficiency 
low to 
moderately 
severe 

2 Roadway 
capacity 
deficiency 
low to 
moderately 
severe 

2 

Impact Upon 
Adjacent 
Highways and 
Air Quality  
(see pg. III-1 for 
explanation) 

Benefit to 
adjacent 
highway is 
equivalent to 
1-lane in 
each 
direction 

4 Benefit to 
adjacent 
highway is 
equivalent to 
1-lane in 
each 
direction.  

4  Benefit to 
adjacent 
highway is 
equivalent to 
1-lane in 
each 
direction.  

4  Benefit to 
adjacent 
highway is 
equivalent to 
1-lane in 
each 
direction. 

4  Benefit to 
adjacent 
highway is 
equivalent to 
1-lane in 
each 
direction 

4 Benefit to 
adjacent 
highway is 
equivalent to 
1-lane in 
each 
direction 

4 Transit 
benefit to 
highway is 
equivalent to 
2-lanes in 
each 
direction on 
adjacent 
freeway. 

5 Transit 
benefit to 
highway is 
equivalent to 
1-lane in 
each 
direction on 
the adjacent 
freeway. 

4 Transit 
benefit to 
highway is 
equivalent to 
1-lane in 
each 
direction on 
the adjacent 
freeway. 

4 

Transit 
Oriented 
Development 
Potential 

TOD 
potential 
exists. 

2 TOD 
potential 
exists. 

2 TOD 
potential 
exists. 

2 TOD 
potential 
exists. 

2 TOD 
potential 
exists but is 
likely to 
develop 
slowly as on 
TRE. 

2 TOD 
potential 
exists but is 
likely to 
develop 
slowly as on 
TRE. 

2 TOD 
potential 
exists but is 
likely to 
develop 
slowly as on 
TRE. 

3 TOD 
potential 
exists but is 
likely to 
develop 
slowly as on 
TRE. 

3 TOD 
potential 
exists but is 
likely to 
develop 
slowly as on 
TRE. 

3 

TOTAL SCORE  53  50  47  46  43  42  44  45  44 
 

 



 

The following section describes the performance of each corridor, relating the various 

indicators to the overall score received.  This same information is shown in tabular form 

in Exhibit II-21.  The order in which they are listed is not significant. 

 

E-2 – Denton Line Corridor-Regional Rail 

The E-2 Corridor scored the highest of all corridors included in the evaluation, with a 

total of 53 points.  The Performance Benchmark was $10.37 (score = 5 points), based 

on a total daily ridership forecast of 6,200 daily riders (score = 4 points) and an 

estimated annual operating and maintenance cost of $11.5 million (score = 4 points).  

The total capital cost for the development of regional rail in this corridor was estimated to 

be $238.60 million (score = 5 points).  Estimated trip time to travel one-way the length of 

the corridor is 39 minutes (score = 5).  The project has the advantage of the existence of 

a local authority, with the Denton County Transportation Authority being in place to 

develop and financially support the project (score = 5 points).  Community Acceptance is 

clear by the presence of the transportation authority (score = 5 points).  The right-of-way 

is owned and controlled by DART and the City of Denton, making implementation 

relatively straightforward, but there is a bicycle/pedestrian trail in a portion of the corridor 

that will have to be relocated (score = 4 points).  Use of Federal Railroad Administration 

(FRA) compliant regional rail technology in the corridor will require a transfer to the 

DART system at Carrollton to access other transit options in the region (score = 3 

points), but is compatible with local freight operations (score = 5 points).  The roadway 

capacity deficiency in the parallel corridor is moderately severe, so the E-2 regional rail 

implementation would moderately assist with unmet mobility needs (score = 2 points).  

However, the ridership projections for the corridor are equivalent to one lane of vehicular 
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traffic in each direction, thereby aiding air quality efforts in the region (score = 4 points).  

Some transit oriented development potential exists (score = 2 points). 

 

E-3 – McKinney Line Corridor – Regional Rail/Light Rail (Intermediate Light Rail) 

The E-3 Corridor was considered as both a Regional Rail Corridor and an Intermediate 

Light Rail Corridor.  Given the presence of DART Light Rail to Plano, the ability to extend 

a single track Light Rail line north to McKinney was considered feasible.  This corridor 

scored well under both technology scenarios, with a total of 50 points for Regional Rail 

and 47 points for Light Rail. 

 

The regional rail performance benchmark was $6.75 (score = 5 points), based on a total 

daily ridership forecast of 9,600 daily riders (score = 4 points) and an estimated annual 

operating and maintenance cost of $7.4 million (score = 4 points).  The total capital cost 

for the development of regional rail in this corridor was estimated to be $234.70 million 

(score = 5 points).  Estimated trip time to travel the length of the corridor is 28 minutes 

(score = 5 points).  The project has no existing transit authority or funding designated for 

it at this time (score = 1 point), but the surrounding community may be open to accepting 

a regional rail type of service (score = 3 points).  The right-of-way is owned and 

controlled by DART, making implementation relatively straightforward (score = 5 points).  

Use of Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) compliant regional rail technology in the 

corridor will require a transfer to the DART system at Plano in order to access other 

transit options in the region (score = 2 points), but is compatible with local freight 

operations (score = 5 points).  The roadway capacity deficiency in the parallel corridor is 

severe, so the E-3 regional rail implementation would assist with unmet mobility needs 

(score = 5 points).  The ridership projections for the corridor are equivalent to one lane of 
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vehicular traffic in each direction, thereby aiding air quality efforts in the region (score = 4 

points).  Some transit oriented development potential exists (score = 2 points). 

 

The light rail performance benchmark was $8.90 (score = 4 points), based on a total 

daily ridership forecast of 9,600 daily riders (score = 4 points) and an estimated annual 

operating and maintenance cost of $11 million (score = 3 points).  The total capital cost 

for the development of a single track light rail operation in this corridor was estimated to 

be $312.8 million (score = 4 points).  Estimated trip time to travel the length of the 

corridor via light rail is 33 minutes (score = 4 points).  The project has no existing transit 

authority or funding designated for it at this time (score = 1 point), but the surrounding 

community may be open to accepting a light rail type of service (score = 3 points).  Light 

rail requires separate tracks or FRA approved time separation (score = 4 points), but 

would allow for interlining with the DART system without any transfer required (score = 5 

points).  Light rail would not be compatible with freight operations in the corridor unless 

time separated and FRA waiver approved (score = 2 points).  The roadway capacity 

deficiency in the parallel corridor is severe, so the E-3 light rail implementation would 

assist with unmet mobility needs (score = 5 points).  The ridership projections for the 

corridor are equivalent to one lane of vehicular traffic in each direction, thereby aiding air 

quality efforts in the region (score = 4 points).  Some transit oriented development 

potential exists (score = 2 points). 

 

The final recommendation for the E-3 corridor was a combination of characteristics of 

both regional rail and light rail designated “Intermediate Light Rail.”  The station spacing 

suggested in the more rural sections of the corridor was more akin to regional rail 

spacing, with closer station spacing (more like light rail service) closer to the DART 
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system.  Initially mostly single track construction, with passing sidings, is also 

recommended.  Provisions for future double track construction is suggested for 

consideration as implementation of service is pursued. 

 

E-4 – Frisco Line  

The E-4 Corridor scored 46 points in the overall evaluation.  The Performance 

Benchmark was $7.50 (score = 4 points), based on a total daily ridership forecast of 

6,500 riders (score = 3 points).  The costs for the corridor include an estimated annual 

operating and maintenance cost of $9.40 million (score = 5 points) and total capital cost 

for regional rail development of $161.40 million (score = 5 points).  Estimated trip time to 

travel one way, the length of the corridor is 33 minutes (score = 5 points).  The project 

has no existing transit authority or funding designated for it at this time (score = 1 point), 

but the community may be open to a regional rail service (score = 3 points).  The right-

of-way must be negotiated with the BNSF Railroad (score = 4 points).  Use of Federal 

Railroad Administration (FRA) compliant regional rail technology in the corridor will 

require a transfer to the DART system at Carrollton in order to access other transit 

options in the region (score = 4 points), but is compatible with local freight operations 

(score = 3 points).  The roadway capacity deficiency in the parallel corridor is severe, so 

the E-4 regional rail implementation would assist with unmet mobility needs (score = 4 

points).  The ridership projections for the corridor are equivalent to one lane of vehicular 

traffic in each direction, thereby aiding air quality efforts in the region (score = 4 points).  

Some transit oriented development potential exists (score = 2 points). 
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E-5 – Midlothian Line 

The E-5 Corridor scored 43 points in the overall evaluation.  The Performance 

Benchmark was $14.55 (score = 4 points), based on a total daily ridership forecast of 

3,200 daily riders (score = 2 points).  The costs for the corridor include an annual 

operating and maintenance cost of $9.10 million (score = 4 points) and a total capital 

cost for development of regional rail in this corridor of $169.50 million (score = 5 points).  

Estimated trip time to travel one way, the length of the corridor is 32 minutes (score = 5 

points).  The project has no existing transit authority or funding designated for it at this 

time (score = 1 point), but the community may be open to a regional rail service (score = 

3 points).  The right-of-way must be negotiated with the BNSF Railroad (score = 4 

points).  Use of Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) compliant regional rail technology 

in the corridor will require a transfer to the DART system at Westmoreland in order to 

access other transit options in the region (score = 4 points), but is compatible with local 

freight operations (score = 4 points).  The roadway capacity deficiency in the parallel 

corridor is not severe (score = 1 point), but the ridership projections equal one lane of 

vehicular traffic in each direction, thereby aiding air quality efforts in the region (score = 4 

points).  Some transit oriented development exists, but would most likely come along 

slowly (score = 2 points). 

 

E-6 – Waxahachie Line 

The E-6 Corridor scored 42 points in the overall evaluation.  The Performance 

Benchmark was $17.98 (score = 4 points), based on a total daily ridership forecast of 

4,000 daily riders (score = 3 points).  The costs for the corridor include an annual 

operating and maintenance cost of $13.80 million (score = 5 points) and a total capital 

cost for development of regional rail in this corridor of $265.70 million (score = 4 points).  
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Estimated trip time to travel one way, the length of the corridor is 53 minutes (score = 5 

points).  The project has no existing transit authority or funding designated for it at this 

time (score = 1 point), but the community may be open to a regional rail service (score = 

3 points).  Use of the right-of-way must be negotiated with the BNSF and the UP 

Railroads and a flyover rail to rail connection will be required of the UP at Forest Avenue 

in Dallas (score = 2).  Use of Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) compliant regional 

rail technology in the corridor will make it compatible with freight operations (score = 4) 

and require a transfer to the DART system at Union Station for light rail access, but 

could allow for an interlined operation with the Trinity Railway Express (score = 4 points).  

The roadway capacity deficiency in the parallel corridor is not severe (score = 1 point), 

but the ridership projections equal one lane of vehicular traffic in each direction, thereby 

aiding air quality efforts in the region (score = 4 points).  Some transit oriented 

development exists, but would most likely come along slowly (score = 2 points). 

 

W-1 - UP Mainline  

The W-1 Corridor scored 44 points in the overall evaluation.  The Performance 

Benchmark was $10.40 (score = 5 points), based on a total daily ridership forecast of 

11,600 daily riders (score = 5 points).  The costs for the corridor include an annual 

operating and maintenance cost of $15.6 million (score = 3 points) and a total capital 

cost for development of regional rail in this corridor of $434.9 million (score = 3 points).  

Estimated trip time to travel one way, the length of the corridor is 47 minutes (score = 3 

points).  The project has local authority involvement on the east and west ends and the 

community is open to a regional rail service (score = 4 points), but has no existing transit 

authority or funding designated for it at this time (score = 1 point).  Use of the right-of-

way must be negotiated with the UP Railroad and the Tower 55 congestion in Fort Worth 
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will restrict capacity (score = 1 point).  Use of Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) 

compliant regional rail technology in the corridor will make it compatible with freight 

operations (score = 4 points) and require a transfer to the DART system at Union Station 

for light rail access, but could allow for an interlined operation with the Trinity Railway 

Express (score = 5 points).  The roadway capacity deficiency in the parallel corridor is 

moderately severe (score = 2 points), but the ridership projections are equivalent to two 

lanes of vehicular traffic in each direction.  This provides a good air quality benefit (score 

= 5 points). Some transit oriented development exists in the corridor (score = 3 points). 

 

W-2 – Hulen/DFWIA Line 

The W-2 Corridor scored 45 points in the overall evaluation.  The Performance 

Benchmark was $10.62 (score = 5 points), based on a total daily ridership forecast of 

9,400 daily riders (score = 4 points).  The costs for the corridor include an annual 

operating and maintenance cost of $21.2 million (score = 2 points) and a total capital 

cost for development of regional rail in this corridor of $366.1 million (score = 3 points).  

Estimated trip time to travel one way, the length of the corridor is 61 minutes (score = 2 

points).  The project has local authority involvement on the western end of the corridor 

and the communities along the rest of the corridor appear to be open to a regional rail 

service (score = 5 points), but has no existing transit authority or funding designated for 

it at this time other than in Fort Worth (score=1 point).  The right-of-way is owned by 

DART and the FW&W Railroad (score = 4 points), so use of the corridor is negotiable.  

Use of FRA compliant regional rail technology in the corridor will make it compatible with 

freight operations (score = 5 points) and allow for interlining with Trinity Rail Express, 

along with other connections with The T in Fort Worth and the Dallas/Fort Worth 

International Airport on the eastern end (score = 5 points).  The roadway capacity 
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deficiency in the parallel corridors is moderately severe (score = 2 points) and the 

ridership generated is equivalent to one lane of vehicular traffic in each direction.  This 

provides a good benefit to air quality (score = 4 points).  Transit oriented development is 

likely to develop slowly in this corridor, as it has in the Trinity Railway Express corridor 

(score = 3 points). 

 

W-4 – Cleburne Line 

The W-4 Corridor scored 44 points in the overall evaluation.  The Performance 

Benchmark was $12.49 (score = 5 points), based on a total daily ridership forecast of 

5,000 daily riders (score = 3 points).  The costs for the corridor include an annual 

operating and maintenance cost of $15.0 million (score = 3 points) and a total capital 

cost for development of regional rail in this corridor of $229.6 million (score = 3 points).  

Estimated trip time to travel one way, the length of the corridor is 52 minutes (score = 3 

points).  The project has local authority involvement on the northern end of the corridor 

and the communities along the rest of the corridor appear to be open to regional rail 

service (score = 5 points), but has no existing transit authority or funding designated for 

it at this time (score = 1 point).  The right-of-way must be negotiated with the BNSF and 

FW&W railroads (score = 4 points).  Use of FRA compliant regional rail technology in the 

corridor will make it compatible with freight operations (score = 4 points) and allow for 

interlining with Trinity Railway Express (score = 4 points).  The roadway capacity 

deficiency in the parallel corridor is moderately severe (score = 2 points) and the 

ridership generated is equivalent to one lane of vehicular traffic in each direction.  This 

provides a good benefit to air quality (score = 4 points).  Transit oriented development is 

likely to develop slowly in this corridor, as it has in the Trinity Railway Express corridor 

(score = 3 points). 
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