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1. Overview 

SLL and Collin County agree that many areas around Lavon Lake require attention to address 
mobility issues.  An effective, proactive transportation plan is crucial to quality of life, sense of 
place, and community desirability.  We thank the County Commissioners for taking time to study 
this information before casting their vote to accept or reject the Lake Lavon Bridge Route as 
proposed by HNTB and Collin County Engineering.    (Red underlined text in this document 
contains a hyperlink to referenced material.) 
 
Over the years the various ad hoc bridge plans became an ñofficialò need without a formal 
review or supporting analysis.  The early inclusion of bridge routes in the mobility plans was not 
supported by data and analysis available at the time they were added.   Based on the review of 
Commissionerôs Court meeting minutes and presentations it appears that this information was 
not objectively or clearly communicated to the Commissioners.    In addition, discrepancies 
between the Mobility Plans, the 2007 Bond Program, and the HNTB study are identified and 
explained within this document. 
 
We also believe it is necessary to express concern over a number of items, bulleted below, 
regarding the Engineering Services Agreement with HNTB and later decisions on how the Study 
was modified during execution of the project.  Some pertinent contradicting information and 
historical data calls into question the value of the HNTB Route Study. 

¶ The contract was written with what appeared to be a foregone conclusion that the bridge 

was required for 2030 mobility and that Engineering only needed to identify the best 

route. Our expectation is that a ñLake Lavon Bridge Route Studyò would first include a 

task to at least analyze existing data to determine if a bridge is needed since data prior 

to HNTB Study confirms otherwise.    We hope that outcome based decisions and 

processes are not standard Collin County engineering practices as it can easily 

misappropriate large dollar amounts to ill-conceived transportation projects.    

¶ The original Study Area, as defined by Collin County, limited HNTB analysis to bridge 

options.  Collin County had been given the Army Corps of Engineers (COE) policy for 

crossing ñGovernment Fee Propertyò in the data collection phase yet the Study Area was 

situated in a location that resulted in all routes failing COE requirements. (See Appendix 

XI: HNTB and COE Meeting Minutes, Oct.1, 2009; Pg 1) 

¶ The COE had informed HNTB prior to the October 2009 meeting that alternate routes 

not impacting the lake should be considered.  

¶ At the October 7, 2009 Public Meeting, Citizens asked that that land based alternatives 

be evaluated, such as improving HW78, alternate roadways south of the dam, and 

improvements to Hwy 380.   

¶ At the May 19, 2010 Public Meeting the Study Area had been increased northward to 

include additional bridge option, but the land based alternatives requested by the public 

and the Corps of Engineers (COE) were ignored.  

We have also provided feedback on our project management concerns and suggested 

improvements in Section 12: Project Lessons Learned and Suggested Improvements. 

http://www.co.collin.tx.us/commissioners_court/mobility_projects/LLR_study/LLRS_PM01_Summary_Final_110309.pdf
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2. Purpose 

This document will show the bridge routes are completely unnecessary and misdirecting 
taxpayer dollars to the wrong solutions.     Data existed prior to the HNTB Study which showed 
that the bridge routes were not justified and should have never been put in the mobility plans.  
With regard to the latest HNTB report we believe the study area provided to HNTB was 
inappropriately restrictive and as a result the bridge proposal was flawed and not a viable or 
responsible solution.    Information will also be presented in this document regarding the 
ñOptimal Solutionò selected by HNTB in the May 2010 presentation and why it should be 
rejected from becoming part of the Mobility Plan 2007 Update.  

 
We request: 

¶ The rejection of HNTBôs proposed ñOptimal Solutionò or any routes proposed in the 

study area. 

¶ The removal of the currently adopted ñPlace Holderò bridge route from the Mobility Plan 

2007 Update to avoid repeating the same process mistakes that have occurred to this 

point.  

¶ Replace outcome based engineering methodologies with analysis based transportation 

solutions prior to adding a Lavon Lake bridge route into any Mobility Plans.  At a 

minimum: 

o NCTCOG traffic congestion projections should clearly indicate need for a route. 

o Engineering should perform a review of alternate land based solutions including 

innovative intersection improvements to improve flow and capacity of current 

roadways. 
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3. Key Points 

The voters as of yet have not received a valid reason for inclusion of a bridge route in Mobility 
Plans or Bond Packages.  Listed below are some key points addressed in this document that 
makes the proposed route unjustified and unachievable. 

¶ NCTCOG Congestion Maps confirm our assertions that the bridge will not add value to 

solving Collin County mobility issues through 2030. 

¶ Collin County Engineering and HNTB presented NCTCOG congestion maps during the 

October 2007 meeting which contradicted the claim that a bridge route was needed for 

2030 population growth.  After SLL pointed out the contradiction, the respective maps 

were removed from the May 19, 2010 presentation.  

¶ Engineering informed us that the ñplace holderò bridge route on the Mobility Plan was 

situated without the benefit of detailed engineering.  However, it became the center point 

for all route options. 

¶ At the Public Hearing on October 7, 2009 we were told there was no specific quantitative 

traffic study to determine the effect of building or not building a new Lavon Lake bridge.   

¶ Collin County officials have indicated that if the new route is accepted the route is 

ñsubject to revision,ò there is no near term funding for construction, and there are no 

plans to build.  Many affected property owners can only be certain of the routeôs 

uncertainty, and that it will impose devaluation of property indefinitely.  

¶ HNTBôs ñOptimal Solutionò route crosses through homes when open land is near.   

¶ Key stakeholder US Army Corps of Engineers has said the routes do not meet their 

requirements for building across federal land and the lake. 

¶ The ñOptimal Solutionò selected by HNTB will only reduce the commute distance by a 

mile and includes 14 intersections. 

¶ Elements of the ñOptimal Solutionò are sandwiched between existing infrastructures. 

¶ The bridge crosses diagonally over deep water and impacts significant recreational lake 

areas. 

¶ Voters will not support funding of an extravagant $400 to $470 million dollar bridge.   

(Cost published in the May 2010 meeting handout ï Appendix I)  

¶ Cities in the path of the bridge route do not have the money to provide funding to offset 

costs.   

¶ TXDOT will not fund an unsubstantiated project. 

¶ The projected 2030 population does not warrant the expense of this extravagant bridge.  

For the Mobility Plan 2007 Update, Collin Countyôs revised population estimates.  Even 

after doubling NCTCOGôs estimates for the Transportation Survey Zones (Farmersville 

to Royse City) Collin County predicts just 7.7% will live southeast of the lake in 2030. 

(Appendix X : 2030 Population Density Projections) 

¶ Comments have been made in the past that the bridge may be toll.  Underperformance 

of this toll bridge is highly likely since the population is light and the citizens say that the 

time and distance saved would not be worth the price of a toll.  Underperformance will 

be offset by higher tolls in other locations of the County which unfairly penalizes citizens 

who will never use this bridge 
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¶ Citizens are aware that the close proximity of the HNTB preferred route to SH 78 is likely 

to trigger non-compete language in any private toll provider contract, and such language 

will negatively impact the future improvements, capacity and flow of SH 78 and other 

area roadways. 

¶ The tax burden would be carried by the higher populated western areas of the county for 

which they receive no benefit. 

¶ This project would divert limited tax dollars from cost effective road projects.  

¶ January 8, 2008 at a Public Hearing adopting the Mobility Plan 2007 Update the 

professional engineers agreed that we cannot build our way out of congestion.  The 

answer must be a multi-modal approach that includes sustainable developments and 

other non road solutions. 

¶ This route represents an unwarranted $470 million dollar burden on a struggling Mobility 

Plan. 

¶ Collin County must avoid improper stakeholder influence.(See: Improper Stakeholders 

Influence) 

¶ SLL cites alternate solutions that can provide increased mobility for larger population 

areas for a fraction of the cost. 
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4. References 

References for this review include documentation available through the internet, requests for 
public information, and verbal communications followed up with email verification from the 
respective entities. Information from these sources are included or referenced in the body of this 
document and in the Appendices: 

¶ NCTCOG 

¶ US Army, Corps of Engineers,  

¶ HNTB Lavon Lake Route Study  

¶ Commissioner Court presentations and other meeting minutes 

¶ Carter & Burgess documentation 

¶ Collin County documentation 

¶ US Department of Transportation,  Federal Highway Department documentation 

¶ Dr. Joseph E. Hummer, Civil Engineering/Professional Engineer ï Contributor to 

ñAlternative Intersections/Interchanges: Informational Report (AIIR)ò by US Dept of 

Transportation.  
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5. History of Lake Lavon Bridges 

5.1.  Overview of Bridge Routes 
Over the last eight years there have been at least a half dozen proposed east/west bridge 
routes crossing various locations which encompassed a large area of the lake from northern 
shallow waters down to the southern deep waters by the dam.   These changing routes are the 
result of revisions to Collin Countyôs Thoroughfare/Mobility Plans and most recently what was 
presented by HNTB within the Lavon Lake Route Study.   These unsubstantiated changing 
routes have been an unnecessarily heavy burden on many home owners in the area.     There 
has been virtually no justification for these routes at any point throughout the history of these 
bridges. 
 

5.2.  2002 Thoroughfare Plan & 2006 Mobility Plan Update  
Five potential bridge locations were shown as dotted lines in the September 2002 Collin County 
Thoroughfare Plan.  The bridges were marked with dotted lines indicated as ñPotential Bridge 
Alternatives.ò  These bridge locations were then carried forward into the Collin County Mobility 
Plan 2006 Update as shown below.  These routes were not placed as result of a study or 
specific engineering analysis. 

 

 

Figure 1: Mobility Plan 2006 Update  

http://webserv.co.collin.tx.us/commissioners_court/jaynes/projects/cctplan.pdf
http://webserv.co.collin.tx.us/commissioners_court/jaynes/projects/cctplan.pdf
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5.3.  Single Route in Mobility Plan 2007 Update 
The next Mobility Plan Update draft occurred in 2007.  The blue dotted lines were eliminated 
and replaced with a single route (Figure 2) that did not follow the exact path of any of the 
previous blue dotted lines.  According to Collin County Engineering map below, this single route 
was a ñPlace Holder.ò  The decision to eliminate the previous bridge routes and replace them 
with a single route was done without a specific bridge study or benefit of detailed engineering 
analysis.   Engineering informed us that this place holder route was just an idea that seemed to 
be the best choice at the time.  When citizens inquired about this route they were told by 
engineering that it was ñjust a lineò with no plans to build.  Again, there was no analysis or data 
provided to justify having this place holder in the plan. 

 

 

Figure 2: Mobility Plan with Bridge Route Place Holder  
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5.4.  Bridge Study Approved in the Collin County 2007 Bond Program 
In 2007 the bond package appropriated the Lavon Lake Bridge Crossing Study money, but this 
fact was not known to most voters. (Note: The 2007 Bond Package was based on the Mobility 
Plan 2007 Update that was not officially adopted by the Commissionerôs Court until January 8, 
2008.)  Citizens surveyed by SLL revealed that only 5% of the people knew there was $500,000 
earmarked for a bridge study contained in the bond package, let alone selecting a new route.    
Of the few who knew bridge money was in the bond package, most thought it was for 
engineering to replace the old bridges.   

 
The citizenôs lack of knowledge of the Lavon Lake Bridge Study is understandable based on the 
information that was available to the public.  The project details were not explained, and the few 
mentions about the project included contradictory and confusing information.   

¶ Brochure 1 ï No mention  

¶ Brochure 2 ï Five words - ñLake Lavon Bridge Crossing Engineeringò   

o This could easily be misinterpreted as work toward existing bridge replacement. 

¶ 2007 Transportation Bond Sub-Committee Report ï No mention 

¶ 2007 Bond Program, Transportation Report (Page numbers listed below.) 

o Initial Project Screening Chart (Page 31) leaves most of the information blank. 

o Tier 1 Project list (Page 43) states the project goes from Osage Lane to SH 78.  

It does not mention Parker Road or CR 1378 

o First, the report details why the demographics from the Mobility Plan 2007 

Update will NOT be used. (Appendix VII : 2007 Bond Program Transportation 

(Pages 14-15 of .PDF File).  In conflict, within this same document the maps 

(example in Appendix VIII : Average Daily Trip Volumes) and the Project Charts 

(Appendix IX: Final 2007 Bond Package Report Tier 1 Chart) indicate that the 

demographics from the Mobility Plan 2007 Update were used. 

o The ñDotò population maps used for comparison do not show the population 

contrast clearly or effectively. (Appendix X : 2030 Population Density Projections) 

o Tier 1 Project list indicates that number of proposed lanes is ñ2ò while maps 

indicate 6 lanes divided.  

This ñlane numberò confusion for the Lavon Lake Bridge Route has been a continuing issue.  
First, 2 Lanes are indicated in the Bond Package Tier 1 chart (Appendix IX: Final 2007 Bond 

Package Report Tier 1 Chart.)  Without mentioning why, the maps in this report show 6 lanes.  

Again, we have an instance of change without proper analysis and supporting information. 
Furthermore, the listing currently posted on the Collin County website (copy in  

Appendix VI : 2007 Bond Project Listing for Route Study) has deleted all reference to the 

number of lanes; it does not match the charts, maps or HNTB study. 
 
This bridge study is the initial stage of a project that will commit hundreds of millions of dollars.  
The information published prior to or since the bond vote did not give it the emphasis or clarity a 
project of this magnitude requires.    

  

http://public1.co.collin.tx.us/public_notices/Lists/Public%20Meetings/DispForm.aspx?ID=465&Source=http%3A%2F%2Fpublic1%2Eco%2Ecollin%2Etx%2Eus%2Fpublic%5Fnotices%2FLists%2FPublic%2520Meetings%2FCalendar%2Easpx%3FCalendarDate%3D2008%2D01%2D1%26CalendarPerio
http://public1.co.collin.tx.us/public_notices/Lists/Public%20Meetings/DispForm.aspx?ID=465&Source=http%3A%2F%2Fpublic1%2Eco%2Ecollin%2Etx%2Eus%2Fpublic%5Fnotices%2FLists%2FPublic%2520Meetings%2FCalendar%2Easpx%3FCalendarDate%3D2008%2D01%2D1%26CalendarPerio
http://public1.co.collin.tx.us/public_notices/Lists/Public%20Meetings/DispForm.aspx?ID=465&Source=http%3A%2F%2Fpublic1%2Eco%2Ecollin%2Etx%2Eus%2Fpublic%5Fnotices%2FLists%2FPublic%2520Meetings%2FCalendar%2Easpx%3FCalendarDate%3D2008%2D01%2D1%26CalendarPerio
http://www.savelakelavon.com/2007%20Transportation%20Bond%20Program/brochure_overview07.pdf
http://www.savelakelavon.com/2007%20Transportation%20Bond%20Program/brochure_transportation07.pdf
http://www.savelakelavon.com/2007%20Transportation%20Bond%20Program/transportation_bond.pdf
http://www.co.collin.tx.us/engineering/final_report_7_11_07.pdf
http://www.co.collin.tx.us/engineering/final_report_7_11_07.pdf
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5.5.  All Routes in Bridge Study Area Located In South 
The limited ñStudy Areaò as defined by Collin County resulted in all the HNTB developed routes 
to be in the southern portion of the lake crossing the deep water recreational area as shown in 
Figure 3.  

 

 
Figure 3: All Routes in Southern Lake Area   
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6. Analysis of HNTB Study 

Below is the slide from the May 2010 HNTB Presentation indicating the route termed by 
HNTB as the ñOptimal Solution.ò 
   

 
 

Figure 4 HNTB Propose d Solution  

 

6.1.  Corps of Engineers Oppose Route 
The COE has key approval authority for any new bridge routes.   On October 1, 2009, HNTB 
met with COE and discussed the routes proposed as part of the study process.   HNTB was 
informed of the COE criteria that must be met to warrant a route across the lake.   
 
SLL has received email confirmation from the COE regarding their position that the criteria has 
not been met for any routes proposed and do not warrant COE approval. For instance, the COE 
does not support the any of the routes since they do not connect a regional artery and feasible 
alternatives exist.  
  
Below is a snip from a COE email received by SLL after the October 2009 HNTB presentation.   
A similar statement repeating COEôs position was again received from COE on July 9, 2010.  
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(The complete emails can be seen in Appendix IV : COE Emails - Routes Do Not Warrant 

Approval)   
 

ñCurrently, the Purpose and Need doesnôt appear to warrant COE approval for 
constructing a road across COE property because the road, as it is shown, is not a 
regional artery and feasible alternatives exist.ò 
 

¶ COE - Not a Regional Artery 

The bridge route to Parker Road runs through a number of neighborhoods as it makes its 

way to Hwy 75.  A bridge or roadway that just connects city to city (local benefit only) does 

not meet COE criteria. 

 

¶ COE - Feasible Alternatives Exist 

COE explained that the roadway and bridge must be the ONLY feasible alternative to 

connect one area to the other. There are specific guidelines on this issue regarding travel 

time and distance. The US Army Corps of Engineers deems that none of the routes pass the 

Corps "only feasible alternative test.ò    

Note, because the location Collin County chose is thought by the COE to be the most ñboat-able 
watersò of Lavon, the COE set the requirements that each bridge section must contain an 
elevated deck, over 50 feet above the water, with 360ô clear spans for sailboat navigation.  
These requirements add considerable cost and complication to the construction and 
maintenance of these bridges. 
 

6.2.  Route Selection Not Cost Effective  
The ñOptimal Solutionò (red route) selected by HNTB twists up and down, crossing the lake 
diagonally.  HNTB did not choose the shortest bridge route, nor did they choose a route 
crossing shallow water.    The red route, when compared to the proposed Park Blvd extension 
as shown in Figure 5, reduces the commute by only one mile. $400-470 million for new bridges 
to save one mile of commute and a negligible amount of time, if any, is an extravagant waste of 
tax payer dollars. 
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Figure 5: Insignificant Reduction in D istance or Commuting with HNTBôs ñOptimal Solutionò 

6.3.  NCTCOG Mobility Analysis Indicates Route Is Not  Justified  
NCTCOG study data was used by Collin County and Carter & Burgess in the creation of the 
Mobility Plan 2007 Update.  Collin County clearly values the data and projections created by 
NCTCOG, as they are regularly submitted as a credible source of information in transportation 
spending and planning decisions.   

 
The next three maps are February 15, 2007 NCTCOG traffic projections that would have been 
available to Collin County Engineering at the time they were developing the Mobility Plan 2007 

Update and the 2007 Bond Package report.  
( http://www.nctcog.org/trans/tip/partnerships/CollinCountyCDATaskForce.pdf ) 

 
The first map (Figure 6) shows the projected 2030 capacity improvements to roadways.    
 

http://www.nctcog.org/trans/tip/partnerships/CollinCountyCDATaskForce.pdf
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Figure 6: Additional Capacity on Major Arterials from  2007 to 2030  

The second map (Figure 7) shows the 2030 Unmet Peak Hour Demand and the third shows 

Average Daily Volume (Figure 8) for the same period.  Each map was produced without any 

new Lavon Lake bridge construction.    
 
These maps provide another reference point to stress that further money and effort on planning 
these bridges would be a blatant disregard of the lack of need and the extravagance of the 
project.  Unmet Demand is insignificant in the lake area while large Unmet Demand exists in 
other areas of the county.  The bridge route project, if approved, will shift focus of tax dollars 
away from plans in other areas of the county where there are significantly more critical needs.     

 
 

 


