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Qian, Jiayu

From: Nguyen, Khang M. - PWE [Khang.Nguyen@houstontx.gov]
Sent: Thursday, April 03, 2014 3:14 PM
To: Peterson, Susan K
Cc: Sutton, Robert; Pillalamarri, Sirisha
Subject: RE: Comments for consideration
Attachments: image001.jpg

Ms. Peterson,
We’ll take your suggestions into consideration.
Thank you for taking the time to submit your comments.

-- Khang nguyen
832-395-3008

From: Peterson, Susan K [mailto:Susan.Peterson@bcm.edu]
Sent: Thursday, April 03, 2014 12:27 PM
To: Nguyen, Khang M. - PWE
Subject: Comments for consideration

I have not had time to examine the proposed Texas Medical Center Mobility Study, but have two suggestions.
I have worked in the Medical Center for 14 years—I live in the Museum District and take the #34 Metro bus to and from
work. It is very convenient, safe and reasonable.  Most TMH employers provide discounted or paid Metro cards.

First suggestion:  Since everyone riding this bus either works or has business in the medical center—make the schedule
more user-friendly.  It currently runs about every 20 minutes all day long—I’d suggest having it run every 10 minutes
during “rush hour” between 6am-9am and 4pm-7pm (and continue the every 20 minutes in between) Even though my ride
is only 5 minutes, I have to be at the bus stop 45 minutes before my start time to arrive at work on time.  I’m assuming
there are many other TMC employees who would consider Metro if the schedules were ramped up during rush hours.

Second suggestion:  Enforce the right lane “Bus and Turning Lanes”   Aggressive drivers are using this lane to “get
ahead” and often block a legitimate right hand turner.  These drivers also affect the efficiency of the Metro buses using
those lanes.

Thanks for your consideration.
Susan Peterson, RN

Susan Peterson, RN
Clinical Nurse, Internal Medicine
Baylor Clinic
713-798-2500
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Qian, Jiayu

From: Nguyen, Khang M. - PWE [Khang.Nguyen@houstontx.gov]
Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 9:59 AM
To: upeto@aol.com
Cc: Pillalamarri, Sirisha; Sutton, Robert
Subject: RE: TX Medical Center Mobility Study

Ulrike,
I cc the consultant team so your comment can be properly logged and addressed.
I apologize that your questions at the first public meeting went unanswered. If you feel they are still relevant, please
send them to me and I’ll make sure we address them.

Thank you,
-- Khang nguyen
832-395-3008

From: upeto@aol.com [mailto:upeto@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 03, 2014 9:55 PM
To: Nguyen, Khang M. - PWE
Subject: TX Medical Center Mobility Study

Hi,
I attended the first meeting on this subject and had questions submitted. It was said that somebody
would get back to all people that submitted questions. Nobody ever contacted me.

For what it's worth, I think it is a terrible mistake to make an exit ramp into Almeda to access the
Medical Center. Cars will cut through neighborhood streets that are not designed to carry that much
traffic. A much better idea would be to redo the exit as an overhead exit into Fannin. which would
allow cars to come down straight to the Medical Center.

Feedback please.

Ulrike Peto
713-304-1282
upeto@aol.com
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Qian, Jiayu

From: Mike Turner [miketurnerusa@hotmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, April 19, 2014 6:16 AM
To: Public Meeting_1; khang.nguyen@houstontx.gov; michael.ereti@houstontx.gov;

amar.ereti@houstontx.gov; jefferey.weatherfor@houstontx.gov
Cc: Kathy Cortland
Subject: Comments on TMC Mobility Study

Please include these comments in the project analysis phase:

In general, we’re encouraged that quality of life and safety of the residential community is a high priority of the
sponsors.

Pedestrian Considerations: Like many people who live in the area, our family moved here due to the close
proximity to the TMC, the light rail, Rice U, and Rice Village shopping, and the fact that you can walk or bike
to each of those. Therefore we want to see more emphasis on pedestrian facilities. Consider:

1. Missing sidewalk on the east side of Morningside between Holcombe and University. There is a ½ mile missing
link between the Morningside sidewalk adjacent to the bank and the Morningside sidewalk adjacent to the
French restaurant. We want this sidewalk constructed to the standard 5-ft width. The substandard 4-ft wide
sidewalk on the west side of Morningside is not adequate.

2. We want the city of Houston to enforce the rules that prohibit the owners of adjacent property from
constructing fences into the public ROW. This is an area owned by the public and reserved for uses such as
sidewalks. According to the public works office, the current city policy is to not enforce the ROW and to allow
unlawful fence encroachments. We also want the city to consider future sidewalks when permitting public
utilities such as ATT cabinets in the ROW. (ATT recently placed a giant cabinet in the public ROW - in the path
of the future Morningside sidewalk). These utilities can be located is such a fashion so they don’t block the
area reserved for the sidewalks. The city can of course force the fences and utilities to move out of the way,
but as a practical matter, this doesn’t happen and the sidewalks are either not built, or forced to be
constructed in the remaining area just behind the curb. This is what happened when the Morningside (west)
sidewalk was constructed in 2007. Proper planning and enforcing the ROW would not allow the blockage of
future sidewalks on this publicly owned property.

3. We want the city to enforce the 2009 sidewalk ordinance. This law requires development or redevelopment
adjacent to a city street construct a sidewalk fronting the development. Despite our community's repeated
and ongoing meetings with city council and correspondence with the city staff in the last couple years, the
enforcement of this ordinance is spotty at best with many developments getting permits without having to
construct the required sidewalk. The public works office has been erroneously granting variances in violation
of their own policy.  Constructing sidewalks during development is much more efficient that afterwards and
doesn’t cost the city government any money.

4. We agree with the study recommendations to construct the missing sidewalk link on Greenbrier between
Bolsover and Rice. Does the street need to be so wide for the 3 lanes at that location anyway? The study
should also consider the missing sidewalk link on Greenbrier between North and Sunset also.



2

Automobile traffic:

We recognize that our community is positively impacted by close proximity to the TMC but negatively
impacted by automobile traffic generated by it.

1. During the evening rush hour eastbound traffic in an effort to bypass the University Blvd congestion at Rice
Village frustrated drivers frequently speed through our local neighborhood Dryden Road on the way to Kirby.
Unlike all other blocks of Dryden Road from TMC to Kirby the 2200 block has no speed bumps. Please consider
speed bumps on this block.

2. Please do not take any steps to make cut through traffic on Dryden any worse.

We look forward to your final report scheduled to be issued May 30, 2013

Michael E. Turner
2334 Dryden Road
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Qian, Jiayu

From: Nguyen, Khang M. - PWE [Khang.Nguyen@houstontx.gov]
Sent: Monday, April 21, 2014 10:51 AM
To: Pillalamarri, Sirisha
Subject: FW: Comments on TMC Mobility Study

FYI.

Thank you,
-- Khang nguyen
832-395-3008

From: Mike Turner [mailto:miketurnerusa@hotmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, April 19, 2014 6:16 AM
To: tmcpublicmeeting@pbworld.com; Nguyen, Khang M. - PWE; Ereti, Michael - PWE; amar.ereti@houstontx.gov;
jefferey.weatherfor@houstontx.gov
Cc: Kathy Cortland
Subject: Comments on TMC Mobility Study

Please include these comments in the project analysis phase:

In general, we’re encouraged that quality of life and safety of the residential community is a high priority of the
sponsors.

Pedestrian Considerations: Like many people who live in the area, our family moved here due to the close
proximity to the TMC, the light rail, Rice U, and Rice Village shopping, and the fact that you can walk or bike
to each of those. Therefore we want to see more emphasis on pedestrian facilities. Consider:

1. Missing sidewalk on the east side of Morningside between Holcombe and University. There is a ½ mile missing
link between the Morningside sidewalk adjacent to the bank and the Morningside sidewalk adjacent to the
French restaurant. We want this sidewalk constructed to the standard 5-ft width. The substandard 4-ft wide
sidewalk on the west side of Morningside is not adequate.

2. We want the city of Houston to enforce the rules that prohibit the owners of adjacent property from
constructing fences into the public ROW. This is an area owned by the public and reserved for uses such as
sidewalks. According to the public works office, the current city policy is to not enforce the ROW and to allow
unlawful fence encroachments. We also want the city to consider future sidewalks when permitting public
utilities such as ATT cabinets in the ROW. (ATT recently placed a giant cabinet in the public ROW - in the path
of the future Morningside sidewalk). These utilities can be located is such a fashion so they don’t block the
area reserved for the sidewalks. The city can of course force the fences and utilities to move out of the way,
but as a practical matter, this doesn’t happen and the sidewalks are either not built, or forced to be
constructed in the remaining area just behind the curb. This is what happened when the Morningside (west)
sidewalk was constructed in 2007. Proper planning and enforcing the ROW would not allow the blockage of
future sidewalks on this publicly owned property.

3. We want the city to enforce the 2009 sidewalk ordinance. This law requires development or redevelopment
adjacent to a city street construct a sidewalk fronting the development. Despite our community's repeated
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and ongoing meetings with city council and correspondence with the city staff in the last couple years, the
enforcement of this ordinance is spotty at best with many developments getting permits without having to
construct the required sidewalk. The public works office has been erroneously granting variances in violation
of their own policy.  Constructing sidewalks during development is much more efficient that afterwards and
doesn’t cost the city government any money.

4. We agree with the study recommendations to construct the missing sidewalk link on Greenbrier between
Bolsover and Rice. Does the street need to be so wide for the 3 lanes at that location anyway? The study
should also consider the missing sidewalk link on Greenbrier between North and Sunset also.

Automobile traffic:

We recognize that our community is positively impacted by close proximity to the TMC but negatively
impacted by automobile traffic generated by it.

1. During the evening rush hour eastbound traffic in an effort to bypass the University Blvd congestion at Rice
Village frustrated drivers frequently speed through our local neighborhood Dryden Road on the way to Kirby.
Unlike all other blocks of Dryden Road from TMC to Kirby the 2200 block has no speed bumps. Please consider
speed bumps on this block.

2. Please do not take any steps to make cut through traffic on Dryden any worse.

We look forward to your final report scheduled to be issued May 30, 2013

Michael E. Turner
2334 Dryden Road
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Qian, Jiayu

From: Nguyen, Khang M. - PWE [Khang.Nguyen@houstontx.gov]
Sent: Thursday, April 24, 2014 1:36 PM
To: Barker, Caroline A.
Cc: Pillalamarri, Sirisha
Subject: RE: Fannin South Lot option/Metrorail

Ms. Barker,
The study team does propose options that include remote parking lots near the loop and shuttle services to bring people
to TMC. The draft report may not mention the Fannin South Lot specifically. I cc a team member so your comment can
be properly logged and evaluated.

Thank you,
-- Khang nguyen
832-395-3008

From: Barker, Caroline A. [mailto:cabarker@houstonmethodist.org]
Sent: Thursday, April 24, 2014 8:09 AM
To: Nguyen, Khang M. - PWE
Subject: Fannin South Lot option/Metrorail

Dear Khang,

I  work for the Methodist Hospital System in Smith Tower on Fannin.  I’ve had an idea/question for a long time about
parking for medical center employees.  It seems that  those of us using 610 South or commuting from South would
benefit by not having to get onto Fannin inside the loop.
Wouldn’t the Fannin South Lot be a preferred option?  Currently, I don’t think we have that option.

Again, in order  to prevent more traffic on Fannin inside the loop.  It seems that
the Fannin South Lot would be a better parking option than Smithlands for many
medical center employees as well as patients.  I personally wish that were an
option.

If possible, can you please submit my idea since I will not be able to attend the meeting.

Kindest Regards,

Caroline Barker
832-656-3517

Houston Methodist. Leading Medicine.

Houston Methodist is ranked by U.S.News & World Report as one of America's "Best Hospitals" in 12 specialties and
designated as a Magnet hospital for excellence in nursing. Houston Methodist has also been named to FORTUNE®
Magazine's "100 Best Companies to Work For®" list for nine years in a row. Visit us at houstonmethodist.org. Follow us at
twitter.com/MethodistHosp and facebook.com/HoustonMethodist.
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***CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE*** This e-mail is the property of Houston Methodist and/or its relevant affiliates and may
contain restricted and privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any review, use, distribution or
disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient (or authorized to receive for the recipient),
please contact the sender and delete all copies of the message. Thank you.
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Qian, Jiayu

From: Genes Scott [genescott2@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, April 24, 2014 11:13 PM
To: Public Meeting_1
Cc: Houshyar Moarefi; Mike Walker; Lynne Scott
Subject: TMC MOBILITY STUDY  4/24/2014 Meeting COMMENTS  by A SPIRES RESIDENT

Dear Sir: Thank you for entertaining comments about our home’s location at 2001
Holcombe Blvd. where some days it is very difficult to even get out of our
driveway.

1. Forcing more cars into the Medical Center via a Holcombe Blvd. elevated
street will drastically affect our quality of life for several reasons. Safety
hazards, an increase in noise, blocking emergency vehicles ingress and
traffic congestion.

2. Please consider any plan which lessens the number of autos coming into
the area by.
a. Continuing to study the ability of diverting traffic away or making it

attractive to park off-site. By off-site I mean opening a park and shuttle
lot south just outside loop 610. If it is cheaper to buy land there and
thusly TMC is able to charge less for parking this becomes an incentive
to park and ride right to the front door of the patients caregiver. Special
buses for certain venues will expedite things. We notice that TMC is
thinking about using “Eminent Domain” to take out the center block of
“Grocer’s Supply” which owns at least 3 block areas next to Hway 288.
If you take the middle block you will have butchered their business so
much that TMC will be paying for 3 blocks and getting only one.  Why
does not TMC move their parking further south on Almeda or south of
loop 610.  Please think big and distant in time to ‘2030 or later. Please
note Eminent Domain laws have changed some since TMC took over
the Nabisco property.

b. Talk to the Veteran’s Administration about their assisting TMC with
funds for off-site parking. The VA is maxed out on parking and it could
very well be that an off-site effort by the VA is cheaper to them and
more patient friendly than the VA having to build many multi-level
parking garages. We hear to many complaints from Vet’s that they have
to park and hike or they get dropped off and then their caretaker gets
to hike to the hospital in hot or cold, wet or dry weather.
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3. Please consider the vision of “Where will the South, south-east or yet
further south medical center campus be in ‘2030”? Along Almeda, or
south of loop 610? In my lifetime I can remember the Herman Pavilion
being the only building in the trees on the south side of town. What does
this mean, Houston better get ready to stack ‘em up or park ‘em off site
because the whole world is on the way here to the TMC.

4. Please do anything and all things possible to keep autos from coming into
the TMC area period.

Thank you for hearing me.
Gene Scott
2001 Holcombe #2702
Houston, Tx. 77030

713-302-6222
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Qian, Jiayu

From: Genes Scott [genescott2@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Friday, April 25, 2014 3:59 PM
To: Public Meeting_1
Cc: Houshyar Moarefi; Mike Walker; Lynne Scott
Subject: RE: TMC MOBILITY STUDY  4/24/2014 Meeting COMMENTS  by A SPIRES RESIDENT

Dear Sir: One more major point.  TMC and The City of Houston are luring autos
into the medical center with cheap parking. Basic economics teach us to raise the
rents when the parking spots and streets are full. Raise the rents and force use of
mass transit, buses direct from park and ride to the hospital doors and so on. We
have limited space so restrict it. Dumping more cars into limited space is asking for
trouble and not a solution.

From: Genes Scott [mailto:genescott2@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, April 24, 2014 11:13 PM
To: 'tmcpublicmeeting@pbworld.com'
Cc: Houshyar Moarefi; Mike Walker; Lynne Scott (lscott@livingheart.com)
Subject: TMC MOBILITY STUDY 4/24/2014 Meeting COMMENTS by A SPIRES RESIDENT

Dear Sir: Thank you for entertaining comments about our home’s location at 2001
Holcombe Blvd. where some days it is very difficult to even get out of our
driveway.

1. Forcing more cars into the Medical Center via a Holcombe Blvd. elevated
street will drastically affect our quality of life for several reasons. Safety
hazards, an increase in noise, blocking emergency vehicles ingress and
traffic congestion.

2. Please consider any plan which lessens the number of autos coming into
the area by.
a. Continuing to study the ability of diverting traffic away or making it

attractive to park off-site. By off-site I mean opening a park and shuttle
lot south just outside loop 610. If it is cheaper to buy land there and
thusly TMC is able to charge less for parking this becomes an incentive
to park and ride right to the front door of the patients caregiver. Special
buses for certain venues will expedite things. We notice that TMC is
thinking about using “Eminent Domain” to take out the center block of
“Grocer’s Supply” which owns at least 3 block areas next to Hway 288.
If you take the middle block you will have butchered their business so
much that TMC will be paying for 3 blocks and getting only one.  Why
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does not TMC move their parking further south on Almeda or south of
loop 610.  Please think big and distant in time to ‘2030 or later. Please
note Eminent Domain laws have changed some since TMC took over
the Nabisco property.

b. Talk to the Veteran’s Administration about their assisting TMC with
funds for off-site parking. The VA is maxed out on parking and it could
very well be that an off-site effort by the VA is cheaper to them and
more patient friendly than the VA having to build many multi-level
parking garages. We hear to many complaints from Vet’s that they have
to park and hike or they get dropped off and then their caretaker gets
to hike to the hospital in hot or cold, wet or dry weather.

3. Please consider the vision of “Where will the South, south-east or yet
further south medical center campus be in ‘2030”? Along Almeda, or
south of loop 610? In my lifetime I can remember the Herman Pavilion
being the only building in the trees on the south side of town. What does
this mean, Houston better get ready to stack ‘em up or park ‘em off site
because the whole world is on the way here to the TMC.

4. Please do anything and all things possible to keep autos from coming into
the TMC area period.

Thank you for hearing me.
Gene Scott
2001 Holcombe #2702
Houston, Tx. 77030

713-302-6222
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Qian, Jiayu

From: TJ [tjpelton1@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, April 26, 2014 8:18 AM
To: Public Meeting_1
Subject: TMC Traffic - Rail please!

Let's end the love affair with the car and move to a hub and spoke rail model. I live in
Pearland and would gladly give up my drive to Ben Taub and ride the rail.

Sent from my iPad
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Qian, Jiayu

From: David Dlouhy [dlouhdj@me.com]
Sent: Sunday, April 27, 2014 2:51 PM
To: Public Meeting_1
Subject: Solving traffic problem in medical center

Here is how to solve the traffic problem in the medical center.  When you look at an
apartment complex that is full what do you do?  You look somewhere else.

That is the only solution to the medical center congestion.  We declare the medical center
Full and move all future expansion to the suberbs.

Katy has hospitals going up everywhere near I-10 and grand parkway.  I believe so does
Sugarland, pearland, the woodlands, etc.

Sent from my iPad
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Qian, Jiayu

From: Joe Carbonari [jcarbonari@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2014 9:32 AM
To: Public Meeting_1
Subject: Texas Mobility Study Public Meeting #2

Traffic problems in and around the two TMC campuses.

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the solution to this problem. I am an owner
and resident of one of the 240 homes in the Spires high-rise building and of course have
personal concerns but in this letter I have tried to help us focus on the best possible
solutions for all stakeholders. Please feel free to contact me If you have any questions.

Understanding the needs, constraints and possible solutions for traffic problems at the Texas
Medical Center.

NEEDS:
The TMC Main and South campus traffic infrastructure must accommodate people from at least
six different populations.
1. The TMC general workforce. (Professional and Staff) 2. Patients being brought to the TMC
by emergency vehicles.
3. Patients, ambulatory or semi-ambulatory, coming by private transportation for treatment
and/or physician office visits.
4. Persons coming to the TMC to visit those in hospitals.
5. People visiting and using Hermann Park.
6. People living in close proximity to the TMC.

CONSTRAINTS:
1. People need to be able to enter and exit the TMC Campus from many different directions.
2. People in population #1 and #5 need reasonable access to many different locations on the
campuses and often at specific times of the day and night.
3. Patients in population #3 need easy and close access to the entrances of many different
buildings on the campus.
4. Vehicles in population #2 must have direct and unhindered access to the hospitals with
emergency / trauma centers.
5. Quality of life and property values for those in populations #5 and #6 must be protected
and enhanced wherever possible.

Environmental conditions
All of the above must be accomplished with the smallest possible environmental footprint in
terms of air quality, sound, energy usage, comfort for the patients and psychological impact
on all persons coming to the TMC, residing in the hospitals, enjoying the park or living in
close proximity to the TMC.

SOLUTIONS
I am sure there are many more needs, populations or constraints to be identified in order to
completely describe the complexity of this situation. However, I believe this description is
sufficient for the designers to identify the major parameters of the needed system.

One point is obvious. These needs and conditions easily demonstrate that any system with one
or two major arteries each having few access and egress points would not be an efficient
solution or even a part of an efficient solution.
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Any viable solution should be at least two pronged. I propose that it:

1. Creates a distributed pathway network like solution with many streets and roadways
providing access to the center. A network that is sensitive to a vehicle's priority right to
such access.

Examples of such systems are airports with many small vehicles using multiple routes, lanes,
pickup and drop off points to move people to and from individual airplanes or a computer
network also using multiple entrance and exit points. These can serve as partial models of
distributed pathways that have proven their efficiency and worth.

2. Creates a reduction of the need to drive into the TMC. Satellite campuses with the
strongest possible electronic connectivity so that excellent treatment, consultation and
triage capabilities are easily available, is only one of many possibilities.

Above all, this must be a design for the future. One that has the flexibility needed to
encompass and enhance medical treatment and research within a rapidly changing and growing
city. Here again I believe distributed networks have shown the needed robustness to function
in such situations.

I have other more specific thoughts such as electric mini buses with wheelchair access
functioning within the center and extensive traffic information and control systems
constantly rebalancing the traffic loads. This, however is probably not the time to be at
that level of specificity.

Sincerely

Joseph Carbonari Ed.D
Emeritus Professor
University of Houston
713.796.2667. jcarbonari@sbcglobal.net

Sent from my iPad



April 30, 2014

Mr. Gabriel Johnson
Parson Brinckerhoff
16285 Park Ten Place, Suite 400
Houston, TX  77084

Dear Johnson,

I want to thank you for arranging and participating in public meeting number two on April 24,2014 at the DeBakey
High School regarding the Texas Medical Center (TMC) Mobility Study progress to date.  I understand that
consultants may be charged with generating transportation options without weighing viability in any manner
(economic, political, social, geographic, etc.) and that it is possible none of the options presented may be
accepted by the City of Houston (COH) or TMC, the two parties for whom the study is being conducted.  I am a
resident at the Spires high rise and work in the real estate industry in Houston.

My first question has to do with the source and vintage of the underlying data utilized for the study.  My
understanding is the HGAC provided the data and that it was up to 5 years old, or possibly compiled in 2007-
2008.  If this is the case then how is the study adjusting, or how will it adjust, for the expansion of core TMC
member hospital systems into the Houston suburbs of Katy, Sugarland, Clear Lake, the Woodlands, Cypress,
etc.?  Also, how is the study adjusting for the implementation of the Affordable Care Act?  The proliferation of
small emergency clinics into retail strip centers and other utilitarian locations combined with the “outsourcing” of
centralized hospital care to the suburbs is having a notable impact on the number and nature of visits to the TMC.
This in turn is leading to a change in the nature of the health services offered at the TMC, from general service
and urgent care to more highly technical critical care along with an expansion of federally funded research and
development activities.  This ultimately leads to a reduction of the number of patient visits to the TMC.   If the
study does not address these emergent trends it would seem incongruous or worse to use dated traffic
projections and other demographic data from which to base conclusions for your study.  When you visit the Spires
to make a presentation please include background on the source and vintage of data used to generate options.

My specific concerns with the option of building the first elevated freeway in Houston over a fully utilized road (the
Pierce elevated does not go over a road but has adjacent roads) over Holcombe Boulevard follow:

1.  If your elevated section has exits just west of McGregor and just west of Main Street, where will those cars go
once off of the elevated?  Would TMC have to demolish an existing structure on MD Anderson street?  Would a
new parking facility have to be constructed on land provided by TMC or Texas A & M on the south side of
Holcombe past Main Street?  In presenting this option is there any responsibility to identify where and how the
exits from the elevated will be located and what will happen after delivering cars deep into the core of the TMC so
area residents and citizens can understand the option?  Please let us know where the vehicles will go once they
exit the elevated at the two off ramps identified by your team during the Q & A sessions.

2.  What will become of the pedestrian sky walks over Holcombe between McGregor and Fannin?  Will the
elevated go over or under them, or will tax money be used to remove them and reconstruct them underground, or
at four levels above grade?

3.  Perhaps an OST elevated should be considered for delivery of vehicles from Pearland and Sugarland to the
Smith parking “super block” adjacent to the METRO light rail station on OST at Greenbriar.  This could be
combined with an aggressive bus/people mover system into the TMC core.  An exit at Almeda, William Harvin or
Main Street may deliver vehicles to other parking facilities for transport to specific hospitals perhaps.  There is
TMC member institution land (MDA at Holcombe and Fannin) that could become a mixed use transportation node
for disbursement of passengers, buses  and rail that would include hotel, retail, and skywalk connections; MDA
could partake in profits over cost.

4.  It is my understanding that the report suggests the Holcombe elevated would save 8 minutes of vehicular
travel time and the OST elevated would save 20 minutes of vehicular travel time: 8 minutes-vs-20 minutes?
Which seems more beneficial?



5.  Monzur Hourani owns an equivalent amount of vacant land between Grand Blvd and Ardmore south of OST as
the Grocer's Supply "super block" at the northwest corner of Holcombe and Ardmore. Hourani is asking around
$40 PSF for his acreage;  Grocers can get an appraisal with a value of $70 PSF anytime.  From the Hourani site
traffic can take Hepburn Street over to 8 lane Almeda quickly and then over to Cambridge.  Most of my
suggestions begin to look like a hub and spoke system.

6.  It seems to me that a hub and spoke concept of parking with bus/people mover services is the better approach
to moving persons into the TMC core rather than elevated freeways. There will never be enough parking capacity
for everyone to park close to the member hospitals in the TMC core; there are too many limiting factors.  TMC will
need to utilize some of their existing acreage for parking and mixed use facilities, COH will have to expand streets
and METRO will have to operate better bus services in the area in the coming years to alleviate the traffic issues
being anticipated in this study.

7.  Holcombe Boulevard is a gateway entrance to TMC and should be beautified rather than “double decked” in
order to enhance the visitor experience of coming into the TMC.  I doubt seriously that the TMC McGovern
Campus wants a double deck over their entryway where all the desired biotech incubator employees will be
converting research into commercially viable product; just too ugly and oppressive to compete with Southern
California, the Bay Area, Route 1, or the DC/Baltimore areas.

8.  Have COH and TMC buy the Dome and convert it into a mass transit destination/distribution point, elevate
Fannin for use by buses with METRO rail at grade, and have all passengers disembarking at two mixed use
plazas (the aforementioned MDA/Fannin/Holcombe mixed use site) and on Moursund at Bertner where there is
room for a secondary transportation plaza.

9.  Lastly, I Iive at the Spires.  We have 235 residential units here with over 500 residents ranging in age from 2-
85.  Do you really want to have this population aligned in opposition to your plan?

I salute your fortitude in public presentations and appreciate you coming to the Spires soon to provide additional
description of the Holcombe elevated and the other obstacles Jacobs is confronted with in this exercise.  I hope to
see more viable options sooner than later and trust updated data sets can be secured during the next round of
studies.

All the best,

Micheal Palmer
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Qian, Jiayu

From: Charlotte McBride [charlmcb@me.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 30, 2014 5:10 PM
To: Public Meeting_1
Subject: comments on 4/24 meeting

Hello,

I'm a resident of The Spires at 2001 Holcombe Blvd.  I attended the TMC Mobility Study public
meeting on April 24, and am writing to submit my comments.

I have seen the increase in traffic into the Med. Center, over the years.  I think the issue
is not how to get traffic into the TMC faster, but how to decrease the amount of traffic in
the TMC.  I believe there should be a cap on the expansion of the TMC.  Yes, there is
specialized care available only in the TMC.  I think non-specialized care should be spread
out and located where it's more accessible to Houstonians.  I feel the TMC has already
surpassed it's limit for vehicular traffic.  The streets and stop lights are the only thing
keeping it in check.  A fly-over or elevated Holcombe Blvd. will make the problem worse, not
better.  To decrease traffic, there should be more shuttles or buses, or more local
affordable housing, for TMC employees.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Sincerely,
Charlotte McBride
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Qian, Jiayu

From: Alan Gerger [asgerger@dnglegal.com]
Sent: Friday, May 02, 2014 4:36 PM
To: Public Meeting_1
Subject: comment

I find it odd that you did not include the corridor from main street south to at least post oak because the Menninger
Clinic is at that outer boundary.  I remember reading an article quoting Menninger that it chose its current location
because of its close proximity to the Medical Center and short travel time.  As an aside, I understand that Metro plans a
train stop at the NE corner of S. Post Oak and S. Main.  To me, running that rail line on the N. side of Main misses the
point of getting folks south of Main onto the train.  I don’t think that those North of Main will come south to the station.

Alan S. Gerger
Dunn, Neal & Gerger LLP
3006 Brazos Street
Houston, Texas 77006
Phone: 713-403-7400 (main)
Phone:  713-337-6423 (direct)
Fax:  713-583-3002

The information contained in this transmission, including attachments to it, is attorney client privileged and confidential
information.  It is intended for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed.  Any dissemination,
distribution or copy of this communication is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this communication in error,
please immediately notify me by telephone at the phone numbers above and by return email.  Also, please return the
original communication and attachments to me at the above address.  Please destroy all copies of this communication
and attachments and delete it from any electronic media to which it is saved.  Thank you for your attention to this
matter.
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May 6, 2014

TMC Mobility Study
c/o Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc.
16285 Park Ten Place, Suite 400
Houston, Texas 77084

Dear Parsons Brinckerhoff and City of Houston,

Enclosed are my personal comments regarding the Texas Medical Center
Mobility Study (TMCMS) that was presented on April 24, 2014 at the public at
DeBakey High School.

1) I support on-street bike facilities and pedestrian/bicyclist short-term
improvements.  However, I have a concern.  If you look at maps of certain areas
along Brays Bayou next to Hermann Park there are several hike/bike trails that
run in close proximity to each other.  This intersection of several hike/bike trails
uses up most of the green space.  I am concerned that hike/bike trails can
proliferate like roads and that this will lead to an increase in impervious surface
for the Brays Bayou Watershed.  An Increase in impervious surface will cause
further water quality degradation and increase floodwaters that flow into Brays
Bayou.

The TMCMS should calculate the impervious surface for the Brays Bayou
Watershed and then figure out how transportation can be improved while
decreasing the amount of impervious surface that the TMCMS will add.

2) I support short-term and mid-term roadway improvements.

3) I am concerned that the TMCMS is a backdoor way to implement road
expansion alternatives that will degrade or destroy part of Hermann Park.  The
Texas Department of Transportation’s (TxDOT) SH 288 Connectors project
would have caused degradation and destruction in or next to Hermann Park via a
direct connectors from SH 288.  The TMCMS also proposes projects that will
negatively impact Hermann Park between Almeda, Holcombe, South Braeswood,
and Brays Bayou.

The TMCMS proposes similar degradation and destruction in or next to Hermann
Park and the TMC area by considering/proposing an eight lane expansion of
Almeda Road, a direct connector on Almeda Road to a transportation terminal, a
Holcombe Blvd grade separated express lanes project, a 10 lane Holcombe Blvd.
project, an Old Spanish Trail grade separated express lanes project, and a 10
lane Old Spanish Trail project.  These projects will have a cumulative
environmental impact that will affect Hermann Park and the TMC area via more
air pollution, visual pollution, noise pollution, water pollution, and an increase in
floodwaters. I do not support any of these projects.  My concerns include:



2

1. The April 1, 2014 TMCMS power-point for Stakeholder Group, Meeting #2 and
the TMCMS graphic storyboards and internet materials for Public Meeting #2 do
not show that Hermann Park exists along the west side of Almeda Road, from
Brays Bayou/South Braeswood to Holcombe Blvd., and extends part of the way
west along the north side of Holcombe Blvd. at Almeda Road.

This failure to show where Hermann Park is located in these two presentations
gives the public a false picture of where public park lands are and how they will
be negatively impacted by the TMCMS. Shame on Parsons Brinckerhoff and
the City of Houston for not showing accurately where Hermann Park is on
the maps that were in these two presentations, displayed at these two
meetings, and can be viewed at the TMCMS internet website.  Why was this
done?  The public has a right-to-know.

2. The people living in the TMC area and that visit Hermann Park for exercise,
recreation, and relaxation will suffer more noise, visual pollution (urban blight), air
pollution, water pollution, and floodwaters due to these projets.

3. A part of Hermann Park will be degraded or destroyed for non-park purposes
along Almeda Road and Holcombe Blvd.

4. These projects will cause more air pollution and congestion at Hermann Park's
entrances and make access to the Third Ward and other nearby neighborhoods
(like the Binz area) less livable and more difficult.

5. These projects will degrade or destroy the quiet and solitude that exists in
Hermann Park.

6. These projects will degrade the improvements made recently (about $100
million) in Hermann Park that make the park more enjoyable to use (hike/bike
trail system/bridge).

7. These projects will destroy wildlife and natural habitats, like the Post Oak
Savannah, in Hermann Park, which are few in number.

8. Mobility concerns for TMC commuters must not be given precedence over
protection and use of public park lands like Hermann Park and the quality of life
of residents in the TMC area.

The increase in noise pollution, air pollution, visual pollution, water pollution, and
floodwaters will be significant in Hermann Park and the TMC area.  Already part
of Hermann Park is negatively affected by noise pollution, air pollution, and visual
pollution.  Now some TMCMS projects will make these conditions far worse.
What sense does it make to propose more hike/bike trails and then at the same
time make health conditions worse for people who want to wlak/bicycle in the
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TMC area?  This is particularly ironic and cynical since the TMC exists to protect
and save people’s health and lives.  The TMC supports TMCMS alternatives that
will lessen people’s health and reduce their life expectancy.

4) The TMCMS fails to inform the public about the total costs of each project.
This failure to inform the public about total costs includes estimates for financing
costs and right-of-way costs.  The TMCMS fails to clearly state who will pay and
who will get most of the benefits that each project provides.

5) The TMCMS fails to pursue other alternatives that would reduce
environmental impacts.  For example, if one part of the solution is more parking
then why not propose an alternative that would construct parking garages at Rice
University and or Reliant Center and use sidewalks, bikeways, and buses or
vans to get people to the TMC?

6) I am concerned that a focus on the use of EZ tags and parking mobile apps
will hurt those who cannot afford to pay for or use these technologies.  What will
the TMCMS do to ensure that those who do not have or cannot afford these
technologies are not boxed out of the benefits that the TMCMS proposes for
commuters?

7) I am very surprised that there are no complete street projects in the TMCMS.
This does not make sense.  If we are to have a more sustainable urban
environment in Houston then more than platitudes must be made for
environmentally better alternatives (low impact development – LID) like complete
streets.

8) I do not support the use of elevated roadways in densely packed urban areas
like the TMC area.  The use of elevated roadways increases the distance that
noise pollution travels and affects larger numbers of people.  The increased
noise pollution of elevated roadways affects the quality of life for people and
wildlife.

9) I do not support merging recommendations from all previous TMC studies and
plans.  This action does not weed out unacceptable alternatives and allows
unacceptable alternatives to be considered again for implementation.  What good
are studies if we simply combine them together?  We need to use study
recommendations to reduce the analysis of unacceptable alternatives.  How else
do we get a fresh perspective and analysis?

10) I am appalled by the lack of reasonable transit projects proposed in the
TMCMS.  An extension of the existing light rail line on Fannin for a spur on
Holcombe and or a spur on Old Spanish Trail makes sense.  These spurs would
serve the TMC, citizens who live in the area, future expansion of the TMC, and
future expansion of residential and commercial growth in the area. The TMCMS
does not give light rail a real chance.  The TMCMS is biased.  The light rail
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alternatives offered do not represent the best use of light rail now and in the
future.

11) The TMCMS does not determine how more roads will be good for long-term
growth in the TMC area.  Where will growth go in the future?  How much is
predicted?  How can the expected growth be accommodated when it has not
been possible to do so in the past and today?  How will an increase in traffic in
an area that is already swamped with traffic help?  How will an increase in the
speed of traffic affect accidents due to excessive speed?  How will an increase in
speed affect the number of people who die, are injured, or suffer property
damage?  How will this raise the quality of life around the TMC and Hermann
Park?  The TMCMS is silent about these questions and simply assumes that
safety will be greater for pedestrians, bicyclists, and drivers because there are
more and expanded roads.

12) Many terms are not defined in the TMCMS.  This lack of definition means the
public will not understand the context of the TMCMS.  Some terms that must be
defined include:

1. To improve accessibility (Where, when, for who?)

2. To better serve the TMC area (does this mean the TMC itself or all the
residents of the primary and secondary study areas?)

3. Improve parking access and availability (For whom and where?)

4. Improve road network mobility (it is the mobility of people using different
transportation modes that is of interest)

5. Improve multimodal safety (Where, how many, and what?)

6. Improve pedestrian connectivity (From where and when?)

7. Reduce vehicular congestion (By how much, for how long, and for what total
cost?)

I appreciate this opportunity to comment.  Thank you.

Sincerely,

Brandt Mannchen
5431 Carew
Houston, Texas 77096
713-664-5962
brandtshnfbt@juno.com
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Qian, Jiayu

From: Angela Martinez [amartinez@knudsonlp.com]
Sent: Monday, May 19, 2014 9:42 AM
To: Sutton, Robert; Pillalamarri, Sirisha
Subject: FW: South Main Alliance Comments on TMC area mobility study (Parsons Brinkerhoff)
Attachments: image001.jpg; image002.gif; image003.gif

Good morning Bob and Sirisha,

Susan Young sent some comments over Friday afternoon that I wanted to pass on.

Angela M. Martinez
Project Manager | Senior Urban Planner
Planning and Economic Development

Knudson, LP
o:  8588 Katy Freeway, Suite 441
      Houston, TX  77024
      713.463.8200 main
      713.932.4008 direct
m: 713.825.9451
e: amartinez@knudsonlp.com

Please click the link below to support me raising money for the National MS Society
http://main.nationalmssociety.org/site/TR?px=12754585&fr_id=22598&pg=personal

From: susan@southmainalliance.org [mailto:susan@southmainalliance.org]
Sent: Friday, May 16, 2014 2:22 PM
To: Patti Joiner; Angela Martinez
Cc: 'Claude Wynn (claude-wynn@sbcglobal.net)'; 'Laurette Canizares'; 'Shawn Cloonan'; 'DeMarco, Michael'; 'Friedrichs,
Edwin'; 'Gwendolyn Goffe'; 'Josh Hawes'; 'Lewis, Carol A'; 'Sam.Lott@kimley-horn.com'; 'Greg Marshall';
'susan@southmainallliance.org'
Subject: South Main Alliance Comments on TMC area mobility study (Parsons Brinkerhoff)

Patti – please forward these comments to the appropriate persons on the consulting team and with the City of Houston
regarding the TMC area mobility study conducted by the team headed by Parsons Brinkerhoff.  I am submitting these
comments on behalf of the South Main Alliance Transportation Committee. Please let us know if you have any follow up
you need from us.

Susan Young
President
South Main Alliance
1401 Richmond, Suite 270
Houston, TX 77006
713.805.5661 cell
713.790.1020
713.790.1088 fax
susan@southmainalliance.org
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South Main Alliance Comments Re
Texas Center Mobility Study/Parsons Brinkerhoff
May 16, 2014

Transit service:  Current and new transit service are critical elements in assuring access to and mobility
within the study area.  Yet the study only touches briefly on these.
(1) Intercept parking is a short-term strategy that will require connecting transit shuttle service to be
effective.  Designing this service requires additional analysis including projections for demand, routes,
schedule, equipment, capital and operating costs.
(2) As the current bus and light rail systems are already operating close to capacity, long-term grade
separated circulator options and additional high occupancy access options are critical to consider and
are not addressed in this analysis.  It is especially important to establish a plan for routes and stations to
preserve right of way options.
(3)The study appropriately addressed traffic management strategies to mitigate traffic impacts on
Fannin Street resulting from Light Rail being built and concluded that moving the line to another right of
way was not advisable and that elevating or depressing the line were cost prohibitive.

TxDOT managed lanes projects:  TxDOT is analyzing and moving forward on a fast track with direct
connection managed lanes from SH 288 north of Loop 610 and from Loop 610 itself northbound.  Having
input to  these decisions and taking them into account must be top priorities in considering Texas
Medical Center mobility strategies and improvements.

Cambridge Boulevard/Almeda:  The TxDOT connector from Loop 610, City of Houston CIP projects and
location of an intercept parking center should take advantage of both important routes.

Long-term major roadway capacity increases:  Planning parameters for travel demand  projections are in
flux and do not adequately address the major Memorial Hermann expansion project, the proposed TMC
Technology Campus, emerging technologies, shifts in mode split, residential developments near the
medical center, increasing suburbanization of primary and secondary patient care and many other
factors.  For these reasons, the roadway capacity projects may not meet evolving needs and new
conditions.

Short-term projects:  Many of the pedestrian/bicycle improvements and traffic management strategies
are appropriate for prompt implementation.  It is important that once evaluated by TMC that these be
vetted in detail with neighbors and other stakeholders like the Houston Parks Board.  However, there is
strong opposition to the proposal to convert Dryden and University into a one-way pair for one block
between Main Street and Fannin Street.

Parking strategy:  In general, the proposed intercept parking facilities close to direct connectors from SH
288 and Loop 610 are beneficial.  Important considerations in developing such facilities include modes of
connectivity to TMC institutions, availability of properties and connectivity to the freeway network.

Green:  Projects that enhance the campus greenway network such as bicycle and pedestrian pathways
are important.  Equally important, roadway, transit, building and site design should be synergistic with
bicycle and pedestrian travel.

DISCLAIMER:
This email (and/or its attachments) may contain confidential information belonging to the sender and is intended solely for the use of the
individual or entity named above. If you are not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the
taking of any action in reliance on the content of this information is unauthorized and strictly prohibited. Please contact the sender if you
believe you have received this email in error.
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Qian, Jiayu

From: Angela Martinez [amartinez@knudsonlp.com]
Sent: Monday, May 19, 2014 9:44 AM
To: Sutton, Robert; Pillalamarri, Sirisha
Subject: FW: Rice University Comments on TMC area mobility study (Parsons  Brinkerhoff)
Attachments: image001.gif; image006.jpg; image007.jpg; image008.jpg; image002.jpg; image003.gif;

image004.gif

Some more comments from Rice University

Angela M. Martinez
Project Manager | Senior Urban Planner
Planning and Economic Development

Knudson, LP
o:  8588 Katy Freeway, Suite 441
      Houston, TX  77024
      713.463.8200 main
      713.932.4008 direct
m: 713.825.9451
e: amartinez@knudsonlp.com

Please click the link below to support me raising money for the National MS Society
http://main.nationalmssociety.org/site/TR?px=12754585&fr_id=22598&pg=personal

From: Patti Joiner
Sent: Saturday, May 17, 2014 8:16 AM
To: Greg Marshall
Cc: Angela Martinez
Subject: RE: Rice University Comments on TMC area mobility study (Parsons Brinkerhoff)

Good morning
Yes we will share this information
Susan sent an email too
Angela and  have both been out since wed
But return Monday and will pass these important comments onto PB
Thank you again for your participation and recommendations
I know that you are all busy
We will copy you on the transmissions as well
Thank you again

R



2

From: Greg Marshall [mailto:greg.marshall@rice.edu]
Sent: Friday, May 16, 2014 5:12 PM
To: Patti Joiner
Cc: susan@southmainalliance.org; 'Claude Wynn (claude-wynn@sbcglobal.net)'
Subject: Rice University Comments on TMC area mobility study (Parsons Brinkerhoff)

Patti, if I may springboard off of the SMA comments below, which we endorse, Rice University would also like to ask
Parsons Brinkerhoff to clarify the proposal for making Dryden and University a one-way pair.  While the subhead on one
of the first slide shown below indicates that the proposed one-way segments would extend only one block, from Fannin
Street to Main, the directional arrows on that same slide do not show two-way traffic flow west of Main Street.  In the
second slide, this is even more ambiguous.

Rices' southern neighbors in the Southgate Civic Club are concerned that this means the study proposes extending the
one way pair west of Main street.  Rice University would join its southern neighbors in strongly opposing as such an
action as it would compromise access to several different entrances our southern campus perimeter (University Blvd.),
including the university's highest traffic entrance on University at Stockton, and the only parking garage entrance to our
BioScience Research Collaborative (on Dryden).
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Thanks very much for sharing these comments as well with the appropriate consulting team members and with the
city.

Greg Marshall
Director of University Relations

Office of Public Affairs | Rice University, MS 95 | 6100 S. Main, Houston, TX 77005
(Delivery Address: Allen Center, Suite 200 | 6100 Main St. | Houston TX 77005)
Office 713-348-6782 | Fax 713-348-6757 | Home: 713-666-RICE (7423) | Mobile: 713-419-RICE
www.rice.edu

On 5/16/2014 2:21 PM, susan@southmainalliance.org wrote:

Patti – please forward these comments to the appropriate persons on the consulting team and with the
City of Houston regarding the TMC area mobility study conducted by the team headed by Parsons
Brinkerhoff.  I am submitting these comments on behalf of the South Main Alliance Transportation
Committee.  Please let us know if you have any follow up you need from us.
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Susan Young
President
South Main Alliance
1401 Richmond, Suite 270
Houston, TX 77006
713.805.5661 cell
713.790.1020
713.790.1088 fax
susan@southmainalliance.org

South Main Alliance Comments Re
Texas Center Mobility Study/Parsons Brinkerhoff
May 16, 2014

Transit service:  Current and new transit service are critical elements in assuring access
to and mobility within the study area.  Yet the study only touches briefly on these.
(1) Intercept parking is a short-term strategy that will require connecting transit shuttle
service to be effective.  Designing this service requires additional analysis including
projections for demand, routes, schedule, equipment, capital and operating costs.
(2) As the current bus and light rail systems are already operating close to capacity,
long-term grade separated circulator options and additional high occupancy access
options are critical to consider and are not addressed in this analysis.  It is especially
important to establish a plan for routes and stations to preserve right of way options.
(3)The study appropriately addressed traffic management strategies to mitigate traffic
impacts on Fannin Street resulting from Light Rail being built and concluded that moving
the line to another right of way was not advisable and that elevating or depressing the
line were cost prohibitive.

TxDOT managed lanes projects:  TxDOT is analyzing and moving forward on a fast track
with direct connection managed lanes from SH 288 north of Loop 610 and from Loop
610 itself northbound.  Having input to  these decisions and taking them into account
must be top priorities in considering Texas Medical Center mobility strategies and
improvements.

Cambridge Boulevard/Almeda:  The TxDOT connector from Loop 610, City of Houston
CIP projects and location of an intercept parking center should take advantage of both
important routes.

Long-term major roadway capacity increases:  Planning parameters for travel demand
 projections are in flux and do not adequately address the major Memorial Hermann
expansion project, the proposed TMC Technology Campus, emerging technologies,
shifts in mode split, residential developments near the medical center, increasing
suburbanization of primary and secondary patient care and many other factors.  For
these reasons, the roadway capacity projects may not meet evolving needs and new
conditions.

Short-term projects:  Many of the pedestrian/bicycle improvements and traffic
management strategies are appropriate for prompt implementation.  It is important
that once evaluated by TMC that these be vetted in detail with neighbors and other
stakeholders like the Houston Parks Board.  However, there is strong opposition to the
proposal to convert Dryden and University into a one-way pair for one block between
Main Street and Fannin Street.
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Parking strategy:  In general, the proposed intercept parking facilities close to direct
connectors from SH 288 and Loop 610 are beneficial.  Important considerations in
developing such facilities include modes of connectivity to TMC institutions, availability
of properties and connectivity to the freeway network.

Green:  Projects that enhance the campus greenway network such as bicycle and
pedestrian pathways are important.  Equally important, roadway, transit, building and
site design should be synergistic with bicycle and pedestrian travel.

--

Greg Marshall
Director of University Relations

Office of Public Affairs | Rice University, MS 95 | 6100 S. Main, Houston, TX 77005
(Delivery Address: Allen Center, Suite 200 | 6100 Main St. | Houston TX 77005)
Office 713-348-6782 | Fax 713-348-6757 | Home: 713-666-RICE (7423) | Mobile: 713-419-RICE
www.rice.edu

DISCLAIMER:
This email (and/or its attachments) may contain confidential information belonging to the sender and is intended solely for the use of the
individual or entity named above. If you are not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the
taking of any action in reliance on the content of this information is unauthorized and strictly prohibited. Please contact the sender if you
believe you have received this email in error.
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Qian, Jiayu

From: Carter, Shelli - PWE [Shelli.Carter@houstontx.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, May 20, 2014 4:18 PM
To: Public Meeting_1
Subject: FW: Traffic - Feedback Form

FYI…

Shelli

From: Traffic Feedback Form [mailto:shelli.carter@houstontx.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, May 20, 2014 4:13 PM
To: Carter, Shelli - PWE
Subject: Traffic - Feedback Form

Name
A. Wu

Adress
7447 Cambridge Street

Zipcode
77054

Email
none@hotmail.com

Comments
There should not be further expansion of Cambridge from 4 lane to 6 lanes. It is residential area that needs those
bike lanes.
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