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6.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

6.1. Summary and Analysis of Public Meetings 

Throughout the development of this project, there has been extensive public involvement with 

citizens, property owners and affected local governments regarding the proposed facility.  Several 

opportunities for public comment have been afforded through public meetings, citizen advisory 

groups, a SH 121 Task Force and two formal Public Hearings. 

On May 2, 1973, the first Public Hearing for the proposed SH 121 was held cooperatively by the 

City, Tarrant County, NCTCOG and THD.  Approximately 450 people attended the Hearing, a large 

majority of which favored the recommended “Route A” as the preferred alignment.  For reasons that 

were discussed in Chapter 1.0, Project History of this document, little progress was reported between 

the years 1974 and 1980. 

In July 1980, the NCTCOG RTC authorized a study of the Southwest Fort Worth sub-area.  One year 

later, a CAC and a technical committee were established to carry forth the objectives of the study.  

The CAC was composed of elected officials and citizen representatives and the technical committee 

included staff members from NCTCOG and five sub-area cities.  This study culminated with 

publication of the Southwest Fort Worth Subarea Study published by NCTCOG and the City, 

Appendix E. 

Following years of project development and analysis of alternatives, a public meeting was held at the 

First Baptist Church of Crowley on November 12, 1987, to discuss the SH 121 alignment from IH 20 

to SH 174.  Approximately 107 people attended the meeting at which five alternative alignments 

were presented for discussion and public input.  The project received strong support in general, with 

a majority favoring the proposed “A1” alignment  (Exhibit 1.4) that would construct SH 121 all the 

way south to US 67.  

On April 12, 1988, public meeting notices for SH 121 from IH 35W to FM 1187 were sent out to 

appropriate State representatives and Senators, County Commissioners, the County Judge, NCTCOG 
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and elected officials from the City.  Legal notices were published in The Fort Worth Star Telegram 

on April 15 and May 6, 1988.  Display advertisements were also placed in the newspaper. 

A public meeting was subsequently held on May 17, 1988.  As with a proposed SH 121 from IH 20 

to SH 174 or US 67 in Johnson County public meeting, five alternative alignments were presented 

for a northern section.  The project limits were from IH 35W to IH 20.  There were 120 people in 

attendance at this meeting, with equal support/opposition to the “Green” and “Red” alignments 

(Exhibit 1.5). In the months following the meeting, several letters were received by TxDOT 

reiterating the public’s support for the proposed “Green” alignment and strong opposition to the 

“Red” alignment.  Some individuals expressed disappointment over a perceived lack of notification 

concerning the meeting and requested that another opportunity for public comment be held. 

The DEIS for a proposed SH 121 from IH 20 to SH 174 or US 67 in Johnson County was approved 

for public involvement by the FHWA on October 12, 1989.  A Public Hearing was scheduled and 

held on January 21, 1993, at the First Baptist Church of Crowley.  In light of comments received by 

TxDOT on the proposed SH 121 from IH 35W to IH 20 regarding public notification of upcoming 

Hearings, classified advertisements were placed twice each in The Fort Worth Star Telegram, The 

Cleburne Times Review and The Burleson Star.  Adjacent property owners were individually notified 

by certified mail.  A large majority of those who attended the Hearing were in favor of the proposed 

alignment, which deviated only slightly from the originally proposed “Red” alignment (Exhibit 1.6). 

Even with political and community consensus for the proposed SH 121 from IH 20 to SH 174 or US 

67 in Johnson County, further project development was stalled once again due to limitations in 

funding sources.  The SH 121 Task Force was formed in 1993 to pursue a feasible means of getting 

the project built.  Over 30 community meetings and briefings to elected officials took place between 

June and October of 1994 to review preliminary alternative designs and proposals for a northern 

section of SH 121.  This effort resulted in the decision to consider development of the SH 121 as a 

tollroad. 
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A public meeting was held on January 25, 1995, at the City of Cleburne Civic Center to inform the 

public about progress on the SH 121 project.  Over 50 people attended the meeting.  On April 12, 

1995, a delegation of the project’s local sponsors and members of the SH 121 Task Force appeared 

before the TTA (currently the NTTA) Board of Directors in Dallas.  At that meeting, the TTA Board 

of Directors passed Resolution 1531, which authorized staff to work with the SH 121 team in 

preparing a scope for the financial feasibility studies. 

At a June 13, 1995, Board of Directors meeting in Fort Worth, the TTA adopted several resolutions 

with regard to the SH 121 project.  Among others, an authorization to execute a joint venture contract 

with the local sponsor consultant to perform preliminary engineering and traffic revenue studies was 

signed. 

On June 4, 1998, a public meeting was held jointly by the NTTA and TxDOT, at the Overton Park 

United Methodist Church in Fort Worth.  30-day and 15-day notices were published in The Fort 

Worth Star Telegram, informing the public of the upcoming meeting.  Approximately 150 people 

attended the meeting, at which the proposed facility was shown and presented as a tollroad project.  

Exhibits of the proposed alignment were displayed and technical and environmental presentations 

were given.  Following the presentations, the floor was opened for a question and answer session.  A 

copy of the meeting handouts, individual presentations, as well as a summary of recorded questions 

and comments from the meeting are available for review at the TxDOT Fort Worth District Office, 

2501 SW Loop, Fort Worth, Texas, 76133.  A majority of the comments received, both at the 

meeting and in writing following the meeting, were in support of the project.  Those opposed to the 

project cited issues such as noise pollution, impacts from lighting and lack of adequate attention to 

rail/transit options as primary concerns. 

Resolution No. 2482 passed on December 8, 1998, the Fort Worth City Council voted 7-2 in favor of 

the proposed SH 121 project and passed a resolution authorizing an interlocal agreement between the 

City, NTTA and TxDOT concerning the development of the proposed SH 121 (Appendix C).  

Approximately 300 people were present at the City Council chambers, taking this last opportunity to 

influence the Council’s vote.  The City’s endorsement of the project reaffirmed their commitment to: 
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• Acquire, or assist in the acquisition, of all required ROW (except at the I-30 and I-20/SH 183 
interchanges) 

• Provide support in the preparation of EIS  
• Work collaboratively to address possible funding shortfalls 
• Assist the NTTA in obtaining necessary approvals, permits and further agreements 
• Relocate and/or extend City-owned utilities as necessary; to permit connection to City storm 

water drainage systems, etc. 

Resolution No. 2482 to appoint a CAC to the City Council was also passed on December 8, 1998.  

The CAC would serve to ensure that “adequate citizen involvement continues prior to the final 

approval of the schematic design by the City” (Appendix C).  The first of a series of meetings was 

held on March 17, 1999. 

On December 11, 1998, a joint meeting of the Intermodal Transportation Steering Committee and the 

Transportation Committee of Fort Worth’s TMA, Downtown Fort Worth, Inc., was held at the Fort 

Worth Club Tower.  Representatives from the NTTA and NCTCOG presented a briefing on the SH 

121 project and answered questions and concerns raised by the committee. 

The Fort Worth Chamber of Commerce also presented an opportunity for citizen’s concerns heard 

regarding the project by hosting two meetings on February 24, 1999, at the Southwest Regional 

Library Auditorium.  Invitations to the meeting were sent to all owners and business managers along 

Vickery Boulevard.  Following presentations by the NTTA and the technical consultant, 

representatives from FHWA were on hand to respond to ROW and relocation related issues.  Several 

of the business owners and operators in attendance that would be displaced by the project had 

concerns about the timing of the project and the extent of Federal relocation assistance.  A mailing 

list was compiled after the meeting for all those interested in receiving TxDOT’s brochure on 

procedures for ROW acquisition and relocation assistance. 

The first meeting of the CAC, held on March 17, 1999, took place at the Will Rogers Memorial 

Center in Fort Worth.  An overview of the history of the SH 121 project, IH 30 to FM 1187, was 

presented.  Issues and concerns to date were discussed by committee members.  The project schedule 

was also discussed and a draft mission statement for the CAC was presented.  The principal focus of 

public comments dealt with questions regarding the configuration of the facility (the northern 
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terminus, the number of lanes, access road locations and toll plazas).  Questions were also raised 

regarding the anticipated benefit of the proposed facility.  No objections to the project were voiced. 

A total of seven committee meetings were held, culminating in the presentation of recommendations 

to the City Council in October 1999.  In addition, the City Council was brought up to date on the 

project in a briefing presented by City staff on February 1, 2000. 

In April of 2000, the City created a PRT to review the preliminary geometric design as proposed by 

NTTA and TxDOT.  By the end of April 2000 the PRT presented their observations and 

recommendations to the City resulting in the City’s decision to pursue further detailed study of the 

PRT's recommendations.  In May of 2000 the City formed a PDT responsible for the oversight of the 

detailed study and for the purposes of retaining an outside consultant team to perform the study.  This 

study would re-examine the SH 121/IH 30 interchange from the City’s perspective and develop 

additional alternatives in cooperation with the public. 

Over the course of the next six months the City's consultant team evaluated the previous alternatives, 

developed additional alternatives and presented their findings to the PDT and the public.  Workshops 

and public meetings were held once a month between August and October 2000 to solicit comment 

and direction from the PDT and public.  Information provided to the public at these meetings 

included basic preliminary roadway geometric design criteria, alternative plan options, potential 

aesthetic mitigation measures, traffic projections occurring within the corridor with and without the 

project and a general explanation of the NEPA process.  The meetings were structured to encourage 

comment through the use of break out groups staffed with facilitators to lead the discussions. 

In December 2000 the PDT made its recommendations to the Fort Worth City Council.  These 

recommendations included the "A1R1" SH 121/IH 30 interchange alternative, referred to as 

Alternative A, modifications to the proposed typical section of the facility, as well as alternative 

interchange plans at several of the various grade separations occurring along the corridor.  The City 

Council approved the recommendations and presented their findings to NTTA and TxDOT at the end 

of December 2000. 
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Upon review of the PDT recommendations, NTTA and TxDOT determined that certain integral plan 

elements of Alternative A violated safety and design criteria.  In an effort to address the PDT's 

recommendations, NTTA and TxDOT developed an additional alternative comprised of the desirable 

plan elements from the previously developed alternatives.  This "Combination Alternative", referred 

to as Alternative C, was developed during the spring of 2001.  

On June 4 and June 7, 2001, public meetings were jointly conducted by the NTTA and TxDOT to 

discuss the current alternatives being studied.  The location of the June 4 meeting was the Will 

Rogers Memorial Center-Amon G. Carter Exhibits Hall and that of the June 7 meeting was the 

Trinity Valley School.  Three alternatives were presented to the public and both written and verbal 

comments were solicited.  The three alternatives presented included Alternative A (the PDT's 

recommended alternative), Alternative B (the CAC's "Modified" Alternative) and Alternative C (the 

"Combination" alternative).  Overall the project was met with minimal opposition.  Public comment 

focused on the various plan alternatives throughout the project corridor. 

The comments received from the previous public meetings were summarized and used to determine 

the public’s recommended plan alternative for the proposed project.  The input of the public was 

incorporated into the three alternative plans and the resulting alternatives were presented in the final 

set of public meetings.  The meetings were jointly conducted by the NTTA and TxDOT on 

November 27 and December 3, 2001.  The November 27 meeting was held at the Trinity Valley 

School and the December 3 meeting at the Will Rogers Memorial Center-Amon G. Carter Exhibits 

Hall.  Once again, public comments were solicited regarding recommended plan elements for 

Alternative A, Alternative B and Alternative C.   

Copies of the approved DEIS were distributed to Federal, State and local government.  FHWA 

concurred with the document findings and approved as satisfactory for further processing on 

December 19, 2002.   

A Public Hearing was held for the subject project on Tuesday April 22, 2003 at 7:00 p.m. in the 

Round Up Inn Room of the Amon G. Carter Jr. Exhibits Hall, Will Rogers Memorial Center, 3400 
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Burnett-Tandy Drive in Fort Worth, Texas, to present project information and receive comments 

concerning the proposed construction of SH 121 from IH 30 to FM 1187.  Notices announcing the 

Public Hearing were published in The Fort Worth Star Telegram January 26 and February 9, 2003, 

Alliance Regional Newspaper January 31 and February 12, 2003, The Burleson Star February 2 and 

February 9, 2003, The Crowley Star Review January 30 and February 13, 2003 and The Cleburne 

Times Review January 26 and February 9, 2003.  Copies of the Public Hearing notice were mailed to 

property owners adjoining the project.  

At the April 22, 2003 Public Hearing, an agenda with relevant project information and a list of 

TxDOT contacts was made available.  Schematic overview maps were also made available to the 

public along the walls of the auditorium.  A film that introduced the proposed SH 121 to the public 

was available adjacent to the meeting room for viewing continuously before and during the Public 

Hearing. 

Attendance at the hearing was composed of 25 representatives of TxDOT, four representatives of the 

FHWA, six representatives of the City, one representative of Tarrant County, one representative of 

Johnson Country, eight representatives from NTTA, two representatives from congressional elected 

officials, 29 consultants, two shorthand court reporters and 143 interested citizens. A total of 227 

individuals attended the Public Hearing. The majority of citizens who attended the Public Hearing 

reside in the area of the project, although a substantial number of those attending do not live in the 

immediate project area.  A total of six public officials or their designated representatives were 

formally recognized at the Public Hearing and four of those officials offered comments. All spoke in 

favor of the project. 

A total of 19 individual citizens spoke at the Public Hearing to present oral statements for the record.  

Of the 11 who signed up to speak, seven made statements, two were called but did not make 

statements, one delivered a written statement and one made a statement to a court reporter outside of 

the hearing room.  A total of 13 citizens with a general interest in the project signed up to speak.  Of 

that number, 12 made statements and one made a statement to a court reporter outside of the hearing 

room.  The court reporter located outside of the hearing room took seven oral statements; the 
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transcript of these statements may be found in the Public Hearing documentation contained in 

Volume 2 of this FEIS. 

During the Public Hearing, the Mayor of the City presented Resolution No. 2923 which adopted the 

PDT recommendations, Alternative A, as the City’s locally recommended alternative with 

modifications (Appendix C).  Comments were received during a 10-day comment period following 

the Public Hearing.  A total of 64 written comments were received during this comment period.    

In response to the City’s locally recommended alternative as presented at the Public Hearing, NTTA 

and TxDOT developed an additional alternative, called the C/A alternative. This alternative evolved 

from the City’s desire to include the intent of the Alternative C/A interchange design at IH 30 and to 

move the mainlanes and Stonegate Boulevard interchange north of the electrical transmission line.  

The City’s recommended alternative would maintain the PDT efforts where possible, plus extending 

Arborlawn Drive instead Bellaire Drive across SH 121, while avoiding ROW impacts to existing and 

ongoing development south of IH 20.   

NTTA and TxDOT have diligently analyzed the project based on concerns expressed during the 

Public Hearing process. This resulted in revised studies based on updated data, an expanded 

discussion of secondary and cumulative impacts and an overall improvement in the readability of the 

document.  Documentation of the Public Hearing on the DEIS (including court reporter transcripts of 

verbal statements, written comments and responses to comments) is contained in Volume 2 of this 

FEIS. 

It has been determined that there are no changes to the project that would result in substantial 

environmental impacts not previously considered in the DEIS nor is there new information relevant 

to environmental concerns that would result in substantial impacts not evaluated in the DEIS.  As a 

result of this “hard look,” NTTA and TxDOT recommended proceeding to this FEIS.  The FHWA 

concurred with this approach. 
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Due to public interest in this project, the City has requested additional public involvement as this 

project advances. While not traditionally provided at the FEIS stage, NTTA, TxDOT and FHWA 

have agreed to provide an additional Public Hearing after the FEIS is made available to the public.  

Before the execution of the ROD, a summary of this additional Public Hearing and analysis of 

comments received there would be made available to the public.  Major comments not previously 

addressed in the FEIS will be noted in the ROD. 

In August 2003, the City adopted Resolution No. 2982, which created the SH 121 CAG .  The CAG 

has been charged by the Mayor and City Council to develop a Nature and Character Plan for the SH 

121 corridor.  The Nature and Character Plan would establish recommendations for aesthetic 

elements such as landscaping buffers, wall treatments, gateways for the arterial intersections, trails, 

natural elements, public art, toll plazas, lighting and signage.   The CAG would present the Nature 

and Character Plan to the City Council for adoption.  Following receipt of the ROD detailed design 

of SH 121 would begin.  At that time the City' adopted Nature and Character Plan recommendations 

would serve as a baseline for incorporation of aesthetic elements into the detailed design of SH 121.  

Continuing input from the CAG via the City would occur during the detailed design of SH 121. 
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7.0 RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE 

As stated in Chapter 2.0, Purpose and Need, the purpose of this proposed project is to:  

• Improve regional mobility, 
• Increase people and goods carrying capacity, 
• Alleviate further overburdening of the local transportation system. 

The recommended alternative should meet the purpose and need of the proposed project and include 

additional desired benefits such as providing a financially viable means to implement the proposed 

project. The recommended alternative should also complement local future land use plans and 

incorporate public input in so far as is feasible and practicable. 

Five build alternatives were studied in this FEIS: Alternative A resulted from the City’s PRT and 

PDT recommendation in 2000; Alternative B resulted from the City’s CAC recommendation in 

1999; Alternative C was developed by NTTA and TxDOT in response to safety and established 

design concerns related to the preliminary design of Alternative A in 2001; Alternative D resulted 

from agency studies and public input in 1998.  A combination alternative (Alternative C/A) was 

presented by the City on April 22, 2003 during the comment phase of the DEIS Public Hearing as 

detailed in a City Council resolution.  The Build Alternative C/A discussed in this document was 

developed in response to public input and incorporates much of the City’s suggestions in so far as is 

feasible and practicable. 

The environmental consequences of implementing each Build alternative were evaluated against the 

ability of each of the Build alternatives to meet the purpose and need of the proposed project. 

Because of existing land use and local land use plan development patterns within the proposed 

project area, the proposed Build alternatives are essentially confined to the same horizontal alignment 

with the vertical profile varying among the alternatives.  Because the various Build alternatives share 

the same basic horizontal alignment, implementing any of these Build alternatives would in some 

areas result in similar environmental consequences.  The major differences among environmental 

consequences of the Build alternatives is that if Alternative B or D were implemented, potential 

impacts to cultural resources (for example the North Holly Water Treatment Plant) could occur and 
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implementation of Alternative A would result in more single family housing displacements than the 

other alternatives. 

Because environmental consequences of implementing any of the Build alternatives are similar, the 

information gained during the comment phase of the DEIS Public Hearing was a valuable 

component in determining a recommended alternative. The recommended alternative which meets 

the purpose and need of the proposed project and while incorporating public input, has been 

determined to be the Build Alternative C/A. 
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8.0 SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

Section 101(b) of the NEPA requires that Federal agencies incorporate into their project planning all 

practicable measures to mitigate adverse environmental impacts resulting from a proposed action.  

The following section summarizes concept-level mitigation measures that have been identified as 

appropriate to minimize adverse environmental impacts for the recommended alternative.  Agency 

coordination and contacts with individual property owners would continue throughout the detailed 

design phase of the project.  During that time, mitigation measures would be developed in more 

detail.  Final mitigation would be incorporated into the detailed engineering plans and specifications 

for this project.  Mitigation measures are described for the recommended Alternative C/A for adverse 

impacts to resource categories to the degree that can be anticipated at this point in project 

development. 

8.1. Visual Impacts/Context-Sensitive Design 

8.1.1. Overview 

Context-Sensitive Design is a collaborative, interdisciplinary approach that involves all stakeholders 

to develop a transportation facility that fits its physical setting and preserves scenic, aesthetic, historic 

and environmental resources, while maintaining safety and mobility.  The process of developing a 

transportation project involves influences and impacts that extend beyond the ROW lines.  Context-

Sensitive Design seeks to integrate these aspects and seek input with the affected communities to 

meet transportation needs and user expectations. 

The following subsections cover Context-Sensitive Design in relation to contextual parameters. 

8.1.2. Contextual Parameters 

The intermingling of various types of land use along the SH 121 corridor can create complex 

contextual issues.  In dealing with these issues, the various components of the corridor were 

identified to enable a clear understanding of the intricate details of its context.  Along the 

approximately 15 mi long corridor, there are many land use types including residential, commercial 
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and industrial as well as other transportation facilities that have interchanges with proposed SH 121.  

Specific discussion on the existing visual conditions and proposed visual impacts are discussed in 

Chapter 5.23, Visual Impacts of this document.   

The primary vehicle for determining the contextual parameters that would influence the aesthetic 

design of transportation facilities is the public participation process that is planned to be carried into 

the detailed design phase.  This process is intended to have a strong influence on decisions regarding 

overall aesthetics and landscaping plans for the project. 

Since its inception, discussed in Chapter 1.0, Project History, this project has been a good example of 

context sensitive design (CSD).  Initiating preliminary design in 1970, an intergovernmental 

interdisciplinary team was formed, to consider a route for SH 121 extending from IH 35W through 

the southwest quadrant of Fort Worth.  The team consisted of Texas Highway Department design 

engineers, Fort Worth city staff design professionals from several departments, Tarrant County staff, 

and the transportation director for North NCTCOG.  In addition, the City had a planning consultant 

at the time working on a downtown master plan.  Consulting landscape architect and planner 

Lawrence Halprin assisted on this project.   

Among other CSD recommendations by Halprin was locating SH 121 through an old iron foundry 

just west of FWBG.  This would create more park space for insulating the garden from outside 

influences.  In addition, that route led to an area for a good highway interchange with IH 30 near 

Montgomery Street.  He recommended also that the highway route then curve to the southwest to 

follow along the north side of the railroad yard, to avoid creating a second transportation corridor, 

without further splintering of the area, and with very few residences displaced.  Those key CSD 

concepts, with others, were integrated into the preliminary geometric layout that moved forward into 

the 1973 Public Hearing, with good public endorsements occurring.   

In the 1980s, a concept for creating a Cultural District was promulgated by the City, integrating the 

museums, the Will Rogers coliseum, the stock show buildings and grounds, exhibit buildings and the 

theaters, with the botanic garden and parks.  This Cultural District concept resulted in consultants for 

the City developing a plan for a new route that lay across the river from the east edge of Trinity Park 
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near the Clear Fork of the Trinity River channel.  This new route crossed under the Lancaster Avenue 

and West 7th Street bridges, partly superceding Forest Park Boulevard, and reaching IH 30 near the 

existing Forest Park Boulevard interchange.  The change in route being tentatively accepted by the 

Texas Highway Commission, the previous IH 30 crossing concept at Montgomery Street was 

dropped.  This route, however, appeared later as an alternative route presented in a public meeting 

held in 1988.  

To the west from the Forest Park Boulevard intersection point, the parallel space between the railroad 

and Vickery Boulevard would become the location for SH 121, using the Halprin concept farther to 

the east, integrating the two highways and the railroad into a single transportation corridor.  The 

space lying between IH 30 and the railroad would utilize extra width, almost all to the south of IH 30 

for the linear interchange concept of recommended Alternative C/A for SH 121 and IH 30.  

Alternative C/A crossing of the Clear Fork of the Trinity River near University Drive would fit in 

between and preserve the historic bridges for the railroad and for Vickery Boulevard, as part of the 

CSD concept.  

Even after dropping the part of the route north of IH 30 at this time because of the expense, this CSD 

interchange concept would be developed. Rather than moving closer to Sunset Terrace, much of the 

traffic would move away from the neighborhood on the new roadways, reducing noise level and 

visual intrusions.   

Between Forest Park Boulevard and Summit Avenue, Alternatives B and D would include flyover 

direct connections to the north, connecting to Forest Park Boulevard near the bridge carrying 

Lancaster Ave overhead.  The terminus of these flyover connections would be near the North Holly 

Water Treatment Plant, a historic property that might be affected.  Recommended Alternative C/A 

does not include such a connection, so that the design of Alternative C/A at Forest Park Boulevard 

should be considered to be a CSD element of the project.  

West of Forest Park Boulevard opposite the Mistletoe Heights neighborhood, the elevation for SH 

121 would be approximately the same level as the railroad.  Existing connections of IH 30 to 

Rosedale Street would be left intact, except for revising the span lengths near the middle of the 
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bridges, but would remain at the existing profile elevation.  With such a CSD concept, the existing 

earth berms and walls along the north side of Mistletoe Heights would remain intact, shielding the 

neighborhood, with the added construction for SH 121 being largely hidden beyond the railroad. 

Farther to the southwest, the space between Vickery Boulevard and the railroad transitions out 

immediately west of the existing Hulen Street bridge over the railroad. As a CSD measure, the SH 

121 location would cross the railroad in the same area as Hulen Street, avoiding the potential 

displacement of homes west of Hulen Street and north of Vickery Boulevard.   

In addition, the SH 121 profile constitutes adoption of another CSD concept.  The profile of the 

existing Hulen Street railroad crossing is high due to a former railroad requirement for clear sight 

distance from the yard operation tower.  Such a railroad requirement is no longer needed, due to 

adoption of video cameras to assist yard operation.  Alternative D would pass above the existing 

Hulen Street bridge, as the simplest design, which would create a very high level bridge above the 

neighborhood, but the recommended alternative C/A switches the levels.  Even though the design 

that switches the profiles would be more complex, these CSD concerns would lead to the 

recommended C/A profile being set at the minimum clearance above the yard rails, with a 

reconstructed and widened Hulen Street bridge being overhead, with only a few feet of additional 

height.    

The alignment proposed in 1973 continued southwest from the railroad, across vacant land, crossing 

the Clear Fork of the Trinity River about 4,000 ft downsteam from Bryant Irvin Road.  Due to the 

extended delay of funding for the project, Overton Woods addition became developed on the south 

bank between the river and Bellaire Drive, extending up to the tentative ROW line.   

Other developments farther south also grew into and across the original route.  The advanced 

planning engineer for SH 121, in consultation with the Wedgwood Sector Planning Council, 

recognized that many changes south of IH 20 were needed, and saw the opportunity to change 

alignment to a limited extent between IH 20/SH 183 and the railroad.  The existing interchange of IH 

20 and SH 183 had been designed for later addition of SH 121 in the same area, to use overlapping 
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open spaces in a five leg interchange, so the location and design across the interchange was retained 

as a CSD conceptual measure.  

North of the interchange, all of the remaining vacant land is owned and being held for future 

development by a private family entity.  In conjunction with a planner for the property owners, with 

family members participating, a new route location was selected using CSD concepts, to be more 

compatible with future development.  Crossing the river about 1,500 ft upstream from the west end 

of Overton Woods addition, the revised route then continued south to the earlier planned IH 20/SH 

183 interchange area. 

The entire route was moved farther to the west in the area south of IH 20.  There were four still 

undeveloped properties abutting along a north-south line in the area south of Oakmont Boulevard.  In 

an attempt to arrive at an alignment using CSD concepts, the City planning director coordinated joint 

action with the advanced planning engineer, along with planners for the property owners, to establish 

an alignment compatible with planning of these subdivisions and suitable for an exemplary roadway.  

The alignment needed to be on an intricately fitted curve, but tentative ROW lines were set 

successfully so that there would be no useless remainders from these properties.  Each property 

owner was then expected to be able to proceed with developing the properties, moving gradually 

toward the ROW over time and agreed to preserve the roadway ROW.   

In many areas along the project, the usual CSD concept now would include a buffer zone 80 ft in 

width outside the minimum usual ROW needs, to allow landscaping and/or earth berms to help make 

the highway more nearly compatible with the existing and future abutting homes. The earlier CSD 

effort south of Oakmont Boulevard almost succeeded in providing good clearance, except that one of 

the developers moved faster than the others.  A row of homes has been built in the area where a 

frontage road would have been had the original freeway design concept been carried out.   This area 

is approximately where the buffer strip would be under the present usual CSD concept.   

In the Hulen Bend addition, acquiring the buffer strip would displace the most recently built strip of 

homes, a total of about 45 single-family homes.  As a CSD measure, Alternative C/A would leave 
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the houses in place, and refrain from acquiring the usual buffer strip, and would erect a traffic noise 

barrier in the minimum usual ROW, as described in Section 5.11, Noise Impacts. 

In response to land planning concerns in the area one to three miles from the south end of the project, 

the alignment would be shifted for Alternative C/A, as a CSD measure, to allow better future 

development opportunities desired by property owners.   

Other limited area CSD measures would be used throughout the project, as detailed design work 

proceeds, developed in coordination with the CAG.   

8.1.3. Public Involvement 

The involvement of local groups and organizations during the planning process helps create better 

solutions that would be mutually beneficial for everyone. Throughout the development of this 

project, there has been extensive public involvement with citizens, property owners and affected 

local governments regarding the proposed facility.  Many opportunities for public comment have 

been afforded and more opportunities for public involvement are planned for the future. 

Due to public interest in this project, the City has requested additional public involvement as this 

project advances. While not traditionally provided at the FEIS stage, NTTA, TxDOT and FHWA 

have agreed to provide an additional Public Hearing after the FEIS is made available to the public.  

Before the execution of the ROD, a summary of this additional Public Hearing and analysis of 

comments received there would be made available to the public.  Major comments not previously 

addressed in the FEIS will be noted in the ROD. 

In August 2003, the City adopted Resolution No. 2982, which created the SH 121 CAG.  The CAG 

has been charged by the Mayor and City Council to develop a Nature and Character Plan for the SH 

121 corridor.  The Nature and Character Plan would establish recommendations for aesthetic 

elements such as landscaping buffers, wall treatments, gateways for the arterial intersections, trails, 

natural elements, public art, toll plazas, lighting and signage.   The CAG would present the Nature 

and Character Plan to the City Council for adoption.  Following receipt of the ROD detailed design 
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of SH 121 would begin.  At that time the City’s adopted Nature and Character Plan 

recommendations would serve as a baseline for incorporation of aesthetic elements into the detailed 

design of SH 121.  Continuing input from the CAG via the City would occur during the detailed 

design of SH 121. 

8.1.4. Corridor Image 

With a new facility throughout the corridor, it would be important to give the many varying facets a 

unified look.  Careful design of signage, lighting, etc. would help to establish a complimentary 

appearance among the build elements of the project. Input from the CAG via the City during the 

design phase would help achieve a unified look.      

8.1.5. Bridges and Interchanges 

When seen at high speeds along the project, a bridge serves as a momentary focal point, giving 

motorists clues about the community above and/or adjacent.  Although the bridges along the corridor 

are of the same design, distinctive elements on bridges can serve as landmarks, helping drivers 

determine their location.  The overpass, whether viewed from the surface street or from the cross 

street below, helps identify the image of the project.  Seen at much slower speeds, the detail in the 

columns and abutments can enhance that image.  Attention to the underside of the bridge and its 

connection to the abutments and columns would provide visual clarity and organization, thus 

enhancing the overall appearance of the project. 

Roadway interchanges are landmarks that signify thresholds from one area to another.  Interchanges 

create substantial opportunities along the project to celebrate an area’s identity with plantings or 

public art.  They can become gateway experiences that reflect the adjacent land use or community.  

Moreover, interchanges can be dividers between distinct land uses.  The unique structure of 

interchanges also creates special opportunities to implement landscape elements at a grander scale 

than is allowed by the narrower spaces along the project.  Input from the CAG via the City during the 

design phase would help identify goals for detailed design.      
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8.1.6. Walls  

The retaining wall as seen from the roadway side would be passed by quickly and would serve to 

reduce visual clutter, enabling the motorist to focus on the task at hand.  On the frontage road, the 

wall would be passed by more slowly and may be viewed more closely.  In either circumstance, the 

wall should be designed to be attractive and a cohesive element of the overall project design. Input 

from the CAG via the City during the design phase would help identify goals for detailed design.      

8.1.7. Landscaping 

As a design element, landscaping would be essential to soften the potential harshness of the project 

and can create continuity and visual relief along the entire project.  Input from the CAG via the City 

during the design phase would help identify goals for landscaping detail.  Landscape treatments 

would be limited to the project ROW.  Landscaping would be in accordance with EO 13112 on 

“Invasive Species and the Executive Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping” by seeding and 

replanting the ROW with native species of plants where possible.  A mix of native grasses and native 

forbs would be used to re-vegetate disturbed areas within the ROW.  Trees and shrubs would be 

added in open areas as appropriate for functional definition and enhancement.  Landscaping would 

follow the TxDOT Landscape and Aesthetics Design Manual, but could be modified as appropriate 

to accommodate input from the City.  NTTA has developed System-Wide Design Guidelines to 

provide aesthetic continuity on the tollroad projects that they operate and maintain. These guidelines 

include landscaping, which is considered an integral element in the roadway design.  The System-

Wide Design Guidelines could be modified as appropriate to accommodate input from the City. 

Buffer zones would be provided along the alignment generally between Hulen Street and SH 183 as 

well as between Overton Ridge Road and Altamesa Boulevard.  In addition, widened medians would 

be provided generally between Stonegate Boulevard and Arborlawn Drive as well as Oakmont 

Boulevard to south of Altamesa Drive. No defined landscaping/planting/maintenance plan for the 

buffer zones and medians has been developed.  
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8.1.8. Lighting 

Continuous lighting of the main lanes, lighting of toll plazas, lighting of intersection and interchange 

areas and partial lighting of frontage roads is proposed for SH 121.  As part of the environmental and 

public participation process for the project, NTTA and TxDOT have considered minimizing potential 

increases in light intrusion to designated historic areas.  In response to neighborhood concerns over 

lighting levels elsewhere, NTTA performed lighting studies resulting in more cutoff and minimal-

glare fixture use throughout the project in accordance with Texas Health and Safety Code, Chapter 

425.  Spill light would be limited in areas where it is considered undesirable.  Full consideration 

would be given to energy conservation, reducing glare, minimizing light intrusion and preserving the 

natural night environment.   

The design of the project would follow the Highway Illumination Manual, which provides 

procedures, guidelines and information concerning highway illumination.  The design of the project 

would make every effort to apply the Manual’s design criteria to select proper lighting (either 

continuous or safety lighting) for the project.  As defined in the Manual, continuous lighting is 

defined as lighting that provides relatively uniform light on all main lanes, direct connections and 

complete interchange lighting of all interchanges.  Frontage roads are not normally continuously 

lighted.  The lighting units may be conventional luminaries but no high mast lighting would be used 

within 1,000 ft of SH 121/IH 30 interchange.  Safety elements would be used to the extent necessary 

to provide for safety enhancement and the orderly movement of traffic.  

With regard to the proposed SH 121 construction connection near Summit Avenue, the existing high-

mast lighting would be removed to construct the proposed project and is proposed to be replaced 

with low-mast lighting.  

8.2. Land Use Impacts 

The project is consistent with the Fort Worth Comprehensive Plan, which was adopted by the Fort 

Worth City Council Development strategies are recommended by the Plan in relation to the project. 
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8.3. Prime and Unique Farmlands  

Completion of Form AD-1006, Farmland Conversion Impact Rating, Part VI, for land south of IH 20 

resulted in a total site assessment score of 32.  If the assessment score is less than 60, no further soil 

evaluation is required.  There was no unique farmland found from IH 20 north to the Hulen Street 

Bridge and no farmlands within this area had been designated as having Statewide or local 

significance.  There is approximately 1.7 mi of prime farmland that follows the Clear Fork of the 

Trinity River, but this soil has not been under cultivation for some time and is currently zoned 

commercial.  There are no unique soils found within the PSC and no farmlands have been designated 

as having Statewide or local significance. 

8.4. Environmental Justice and Social Impacts 

The construction of SH 121 would not negatively impact school districts, recreation areas, churches, 

police and fire protection nor would the project disproportionately adversely impact any social 

groups such as minorities, the elderly, low income or the handicapped. 

8.5. Relocation Impacts 

The relocation program for the SH 121 project would be conducted in accordance with the Uniform 

Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and 49 CFR Part 24, as 

amended.  Resources would be made available without discrimination for relocation assistance for 

residential and business displacements.  Titles VI and VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, the HUD 

Amendment Act of 1974 and Public Law 91-646 of the Federal Relocation Assistance and Real 

Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 protect those displaced.  Specifically, theses Acts help 

ensure that, no person may be required to move unless appropriate housing would be available. 

8.6. Economic Impact 

The improved accessibility is expected to have a positive influence on future development of land 

adjacent to the PSC, as well as that of established businesses.  Therefore, the project is expected to 

have a positive economic impact. 
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8.7. Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts 

Temporary impacts to existing bicycle/pedestrian facilities are expected to occur during the 

construction phase of the project; however, long-term impacts would not occur.  A temporary detour 

would be provided for the trails abutting the proposed project at the crossings of the Clear Fork of the 

Trinity River during certain construction operations in the interest of public safety. 

8.8. Section 4(f) Impacts 

The recommended alternative would not require takings from publicly owned parks, recreation, 

lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuge lands, or historic properties.    Temporary impacts to existing 

bicycle/pedestrian facilities are expected to occur during the construction phase of the project; 

however, long-term impacts would not occur.  A temporary detour would be provided for the trails 

abutting the proposed project at the crossings of the Clear Fork of the Trinity River during certain 

construction operations in the interest of public safety. 

8.9. Air Quality Impacts 

The Mobility 2025-2004 Update including the Build alternative of this project meets the 

transportation needs of the future. 

8.10. Traffic Noise Impacts 

Noise abatement measures such as:  traffic management, alternation of horizontal/vertical alignments 

and the construction of noise barriers have been considered for the recommended alternative.  Noise 

barriers have been proposed in three locations.   Construction of noise barriers was investigated for 

all noise-impacted receptors along the project.  In order for noise barriers to be constructed, they 

must be both feasible and reasonable: 

• Feasibility relates to physical and acoustical restraints.  Barriers are feasible where terrain, 
access, safety or other physical constraints do not preclude them and where they are able to 
achieve a substantial noise reduction.  A reduction of eight to 10 dBA would be considered 
substantial. 

• Reasonableness of noise barriers depends on a number of factors including the barrier cost 
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per residence benefited. Costs exceeding $25,000 per noise receiver benefited would not be 
considered reasonable. Additional details on the locations of these proposed walls are located 
in Chapter 5.11.4, Noise Abatement. 

 

Visual screens could be placed at locations that do not qualify for traffic noise barriers, such as at the 

Sunset Terrace Neighborhood.  These visual screens would provide some traffic noise reduction for 

the Sunset Terrace Neighborhood. 

8.11. Water Quality Impacts 

8.11.1. Surface Water Quality 

Where appropriate, these erosion and sedimentation control structures would be in place prior to the 

initiation of construction and would be maintained throughout the duration of the construction.  

Clearing of vegetation would be limited and/or phased in order to maintain a natural water quality 

buffer and minimize the amount of erodible earth exposed at any one time.  Upon completion of the 

earthwork operations, disturbed areas will be restored and reseeded. 

In December 1996, the EPA issued the City and TxDOT an NPDES Storm Water Discharge Permit 

for its MS4, (Phase I).  The EPA has delegated the program to TCEQ.  The project would comply 

with the conditions of the MS4 permit. 

8.11.2. Groundwater Resources 

Due to the nature of the underlying aquifers, no groundwater contamination is expected to occur 

from the construction and use of SH 121.  The project would not cross the recharge zone of any 

underlying aquifers. 

8.11.3. Permits 

Jurisdictional Waters of the United States and Wetlands Impacts 

Following selection of the Preferred Alternative in the ROD, detailed design of the project would 

begin and detailed on-the-ground jurisdictional waters of the United States delineation and project 
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impacts assessment would be completed.  In accordance with the CWA Section 404 (b)(1) 

guidelines, design of the project would include measures to avoid and minimize impacts to 

jurisdictional areas.  Unavoidable impacts to jurisdictional areas would be compensated for during 

the 404 permitting process by providing mitigation for unavoidable losses of waters (functions and 

values) of the United States as required by any pertinent Section 404 permit administered by the 

USACE.  The Section 404 permitting process would be conducted during preparation of the detailed 

design.  Mitigation would be proposed at no less than a one-to-one ratio.  It is estimated that Section 

404 NWPs would authorize impacts to jurisdictional areas.  In addition, as a result of impacts to 

jurisdictional waters associated with the construction of this project, Tier I Erosion Control, Post-

Construction TSS Control and Sedimentation Control devices would be required under the TCEQ 

Section 401. 

Construction General Permit  

Because this project would disturb more than 1 ac, a TCEQ Phase II TPDES Construction General 

Permit would be required.  This would be accomplished by filing a NOI to comply with the TPDES 

stating that a SW3P would be in place during construction of the project.   No long-term water 

quality impacts are expected as a result of the project.  Soil erosion and sediment-laden runoff from 

construction areas would present the most likely temporary impacts to streams and the river within 

the PSC.  Impacts would be minimized through the implementation of erosion and sediment control 

practices (i.e., silt fence, rock berm and drainage swales) from the TxDOT Standard Specifications 

for the Construction of Highways, Streets and Bridges Manual.  Other erosion and sedimentation 

control measures would likely include seeding and mulching disturbed areas, fiber mats, netting, 

dikes, dams, rock construction entrances, minimizing exposure of unprotected soil, temporary 

sedimentation ponds and proper construction of river and stream crossings.  During construction of 

the proposed SH 121, the surface area of erodible soils that would be exposed at any one time would 

be limited.  Where appropriate, these temporary control structures would be in place prior to the 

initiation of construction and would be maintained throughout construction.  Clearing of the 

vegetation would be limited and/or phased in order to maintain a water quality buffer.  Upon 

completion of earthwork operations, disturbed areas would be restored and reseeded according to the 

Department’s specifications for “Seeding for Erosion Control.”  The contractor would take 
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preventive measures to minimize and control the spill of fuels, lubricants and hazmats during 

construction.  Proper areas for spills disposals and materials storage would be designated and 

identified and would be protected from run-on and run-off.  No long-term water quality impacts are 

expected as a result of the project. 

In addition, as a result of impacts to jurisdictional waters associated with the construction of this 

project, Tier I Erosion Control, Post-Construction TSS Control and Sedimentation Control devices 

would be required under the TCEQ Section 401.  At least one Erosion Control device would be 

implemented and maintained until construction is complete.  Erosion Control devices to be used 

include temporary vegetation, blankets/matting, mulch and sod.  In addition, at least one 

Sedimentation Control device would be maintained and remain in place until completion of the 

project.  Sedimentation Control devices to be used include sand bag berms, silt fences, triangular 

filter dikes and rock berms.  Also, at least one Post-Construction TSS Control device would be 

implemented upon completion of the project.  Post-Construction TSS Control devices to be used 

include retention/irrigation, extended detention basins and vegetative filter strips.   

8.12. Floodplain and Floodway Impacts 

No major changes to streams and floodplains elevations are proposed.  The proposed roadway would 

be designed to have adequate freeboard to prevent encroachment of water on the pavement in the 

regional (100-year) flood event.  Presidential EO 11988 requires Federal agencies to avoid the long- 

and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to 

restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains.  In implementing the 

EO, it is FHWA’s policy to: 

• Encourage prevention of uneconomic, hazardous or incompatible use and development in the 
floodplain. 

• Avoid longitudinal or other substantial encroachments where practicable. 
• Minimize impacts that adversely affect base flood plains. 
• Restore and preserve the natural and beneficial floodplain values. 
• Avoid support of incompatible floodplain development. 
• Be consistent with the intent of the Standards and Criteria of the National Flood Insurance 

Program and local floodplain management. 
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8.13. Wild and Scenic Rivers Impacts 

There are no designated wild or scenic rivers within the PSC or vicinity. 

8.14. Coastal Barriers and Coastal Zone Impacts 

There are no coastal barriers or coastal zones located within the PSC or vicinity. 

8.15. Threatened or Endangered Species 

No impact on endangered/threatened species is likely to occur. 

8.16. Trees, Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat 

Vegetation clearing and disturbance within the ROW would be limited to the minimum needed to 

construct and maintain the roadway.  A 30 ft clear zone from the edge of pavement, where no 

obstruction is allowed, is required for the Recommended Alternative.   In accordance with EO 13112 

on Invasive Species and the Executive Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping, landscaping would 

be limited to seeding and replanting the ROW with native species of plants where possible.  A mix of 

native grasses and native forbs would be used to re-vegetate the ROW within the 30 ft clear zone.  

The planting of native shrubs and trees would be allowed out side of the clear zone where 

appropriate. 

The vegetation and trees within the PSC do not provide special habitat value for endangered or 

threaten species.  No vegetation types exist in the PSC that fit the descriptions of rare vegetation 

series (S1, S2, or S3 series levels) as described by the TxDOT – TPWD MOU.  No habitat types 

requiring mitigation per the provision (4)(A)(ii) of the TxDOT – TPWD MOU would be impacted 

by the proposed project. 
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8.17. Historic Resources Impacts  

8.17.1. Archeological Sites 

One prehistoric site (41TR170) was discovered during a March 1999 TxDOT survey of the project 

area.  Based on TxDOT findings, the site is recommended as potentially eligible for listing in the 

NRHP and as a SAL.  TxDOT has committed to further testing of the site in coordination with the 

THC to determine the site’s formal NRHP and SAL eligibility status.  The testing would be the 

responsibility of TxDOT and would be completed after the ROD during the PS&E design stage.  In 

the event a potential archeological resource is encountered during construction, construction 

activities would cease and the resource would be evaluated per the TxDOT / THC MOU.  The entity 

responsible for complying with the MOU would be the one within whose physical jurisdiction (as 

defined by the Interlocal Agreement among the City, NTTA and TxDOT) the impact to the potential 

resource would occur.  All Section 106 requirements would be fulfilled prior to the beginning of 

construction for this project.   

8.17.2. Historic Buildings and Structures 

Consultation with THC has been finalized for all alternatives.  Alternatives B and D have been 

identified as having potential impacts at the North Holly Water Plant, Lancaster Bridge and the 

Mistletoe Heights Neighborhood Historic District as either direct takes or indirect impacts. Those 

impacts would lead to a Section 4(f) evaluation. Alternatives A and C were developed to avoid 

impacts, such as the visual impacts to neighboring residential areas and historic resources, that were 

identified through the public involvement process. THC has concurred that Alternatives A and C 

would have no adverse effect on the historic properties.  Consequently, Alternative C/A would have 

no adverse effect on the historic properties.  By implementing Alternative A, C or C/A versus 

Alternative B or D, taking of property from the North Holly Water Plant is eliminated, the visual 

intrusion on the Lancaster Bridge is eliminated and the visual intrusion that the direct connection to 

Forest Park Boulevard may have had on the Mistletoe Heights Neighborhood Historic District or the 

Sunset Terrace neighborhoods is eliminated.  The Recommended Alternative C/A would have no 

adverse effect on any historic property. 
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8.18. Construction Impacts 

Construction of the proposed SH 121 project would have specific temporary affects related to air 

quality, noise, water and traffic.  In addition, construction detours are at the IH 30 and IH 20 

interchanges.  Construction detours might be needed at other locations.  Temporary impacts such as 

increased traffic, increased noise and increased vehicle emissions might occur because of these 

detours.  However, these impacts would be temporary and would be minimized.  Proper planning 

and implementation of specific mitigation procedures would reduce or eliminate the impacts realized 

during construction of the facility.  The following are some of the impacts likely to be encountered 

during construction. 

8.18.1. Construction Air Quality 

Temporary air pollution from dust generated during the construction phase might create a nuisance to 

nearby residences, schools, churches and businesses along the PSC.  Dust generated from 

construction activities would be controlled by sprinkling water on areas where intensive traffic 

occurs on non-paved areas, such as haul roads, equipment parking and cut and fill areas.  Disposal of 

brush, vegetative spoil resulting from clearing operations and the control of dust during the 

construction phase would be in accordance with the TCEQ’s Regulation 1, Rule 101 and Rule 104, 

respectively.  Inspectors would be required by Federal contract to implement the applicable standards 

relating to dust suppression during the entire construction phase of the project.  The inspectors would 

be responsible for putting into effect those pollution controls necessary to ensure compliance with the 

provisions of the contract. 

8.18.2. Construction Noise 

It is not practical to predict noise levels at a particular location during the construction of the 

proposed facility.  Heavy machinery, the major source of noise during construction, is constantly 

moving in unpredictable patterns.  There is a possibility that certain construction operations could 

produce temporary noise levels high enough to interfere with nearby noise sensitive activities.  

Provisions would be provided in the plans and specifications to require the contractor to make every 

reasonable effort to minimize construction noise through abatement measures such as work hour 
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controls, equipment muffler systems, etc. To further reduce the potential impact of construction 

noise, the project would require that motorized equipment shall be operated in compliance with all 

applicable local, State and Federal laws and regulations relating to noise.  Construction equipment 

would be required to have mufflers constructed in accordance with the equipment levels permissible 

within and adjacent to the project construction site. 

8.19. Secondary and Cumulative Project Impacts 

Along IH 30 near Summit Avenue to Hulen Street, secondary effects are not anticipated for proposed 

SH 121.  The nature of the urban area would not change with project implementation.  The 

traditional transportation corridor would be used to the greatest extent possible and virtually no 

vacant land exists within this corridor for development.  

From Hulen Street to the project’s southern terminus at FM 1187, the proposed SH 121 would pass 

through vacant land. Future land use plans show a continuation of the development trends of the past 

40 years with mostly residential and commercial uses. The proposed SH 121 project would make the 

southwest section of Fort Worth and Tarrant County more accessible and would reduce traffic on the 

majority of existing streets in the southwest quadrant, thus relieving traffic congestion and improving 

air quality. These positive cumulative effects would benefit the southwest quadrant of the City and 

the county. 

No cause and effect relationship exists between the proposed SH 121 and secondary development. 

Such development would occur with or without SH 121 implementation.  

8.20. Hazardous Materials 

It is not anticipated that any of the sites described in Chapter 5.22, Hazardous Waste Sites would 

impact the development of the proposed facility.  There would be no change to the environment 

along the project corridor related to hazardous waste conditions or established sites.  Precautions and 

remediation measures would be necessary during the construction phase to ensure that all means are 

utilized to identify and remove any hazardous waste encountered while work is proceeding.  
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These conceptual mitigation efforts would be incorporated into the ROD and the details for all 

mitigation would be worked at during detailed design and with continued public involvement 

throughout the CAC/PDT. 

8.21. Conclusion 

This chapter has presented a conceptual mitigation description based on public input, Citizen’s 

Advisory Committee input and Project Development Team input to date.  The Record of Decision 

would include the final refined description of the conceptual mitigation presented in this FEIS.  The 

final refined description of the conceptual mitigation would be based on public input following the 

Public Hearing on the FEIS and continuing input from the CAG via the City of Fort Worth.  

Mitigation for impacts to regulated areas such as jurisdictional waters of the US would be 

coordinated with the USACE in a permit application process.  This coordination would occur during 

final project design when impacts to these areas can be better estimated. 
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9.0 AGENCY COORDINATION AND COMMENTS 

9.1. Agency Coordination 

From the very early stages of the proposed SH 121 project, several local, State and Federal agencies 

have had the opportunity to comment on various aspects of the proposed facility.  TxDOT led early 

project coordination, in cooperation with NCTCOG, the City and Tarrant County.  More recently, 

with the development of the project as a toll facility, the NTTA has assumed overall responsibility 

for the project. 

Coordination was initiated with the EPA April 13, 1999.  Based on the EPA’s May 12, 1999 

response letter, TxDOT would continue this coordination with the EPA during finalization of the EIS 

process.  Coordination was initiated with the USACE April 13, 1999.  Based on the USACE’s May 

13, 1999 response letter, TxDOT would continue this coordination with USACE during the 

finalization of the EIS process and during Section 404 of the CWA permitting process.  TxDOT 

initiated coordination with the FWS on June 5, 2002 pursuant to 50 CFR 402.01.  A BA was 

submitted to FWS at this time.  FWS responded on June 12, 2002 with the determination that the 

recommended project is not likely to adversely affect listed species.  THC concurrence for 

archeological resources for the project was obtained June 12, 2002.  Prior to construction, site 

41TR170 would be tested and coordinated.  THC concurrence for historic structure resources for the 

project was obtained June 12, 2002.  THC has requested that TxDOT consider minimizing or 

avoiding increases in traffic, noise and light pollution in designated historic areas.  TxDOT has 

committed to THC’s requests in a September 9, 2002 letter.  The THC acknowledged this 

correspondence on September 18, 2002.  All coordination letters are located in Appendix F. 

It is the responsibility of all Federal agencies to consult with Native Americans on issues of cultural 

heritage that may affect them.  Impacts to cultural and historic resources must also be considered 

during the NEPA process.  Substantial provisions governing tribal consultation are found in Section 

106 of the NHPA.  In 1999, Congress modified the NHPA to include additional tribal consultation 

for Federal projects.  The revised Section 106 regulations require agencies to consult with tribes that 
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currently reside or have ancestral history in the project area.  No distinct Native American tribes were 

found to currently reside or demonstrate ancestral history in the proposed SH 121 project area.   

In May of 2000, the FHWA sent out letters to known, potentially affected Native American tribal 

organizations in order to determine if information was available regarding sensitive areas of concern 

in the proposed SH 121 vicinity.  There was one response received from the Tonkawa Tribal Council 

dated May 22, 2000 indicating that the Tonkawa Tribe had no knowledge of any specifically 

identified burial or sacred sites in the SH 121 area. 

In the event that a historic or prehistoric cemetery is uncovered, then TxDOT Cemetery Guidelines 

would apply.  Unearthing human remains is a sensitive issue and requires compliance with both State 

and Federal laws.  The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) 

outlines the efforts TxDOT must make to repatriate human remains with Federally recognized tribes. 

9.2. Major Investment Study 

A Major Investment Study (MIS) was required for all corridors where a transportation investment is 

anticipated to have regional impact, such as the proposed SH 121.  The MIS is intended to foster a 

cooperative and collaborative decision-making process involving State DOTs, MPOs, transit 

operators, the FTA and FHWA.  By performing integrated and thorough analyses in the planning 

stage of project development, potentially redundant steps can be reduced or eliminated in future 

stages. 

Given the level of community and agency involvement exhibited throughout this project’s 

development, the requirements and objectives of the MIS process have been met.  As evidenced by 

the media and newspaper coverage directed toward this project, local interests have continued to be 

heard in a public forum.  Beyond the immediate scope of the project, its inclusion in NCTCOG’s 

Mobility 2025 Plan Update, as well as the Mobility 2025-2004 Update further demonstrates heavy 

public input and region-wide participation. 
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Public outreach and involvement activities were critical components of the 18-month development 

process of Mobility 2025 Plan Update.  A series of technical workshops were held with local 

governments and other planning agencies to provide technical review of travel forecasts, the 

evaluation of alternatives and plan recommendations.  Numerous presentations were provided to 

elected officials including the RTC, the NCTCOG Executive Board, County Commissioners Courts 

and City Councils throughout the region.  Other transportation agencies, including DART, FWTA 

and TxDOT were regularly briefed at different stages of the plan development.  Fifteen public 

meetings were held throughout the region, where the community was invited to ask questions or 

provide comments, which were all reviewed and incorporated into the plan as much as possible.  

Over 3,500 interested citizens and businesses were notified of the public meetings.  Other outreach 

activities included the creation of an internet web site for Mobility 2025 Plan Update, presentations 

to civic and transportation advocacy groups and working closely with the media. 

The identification of potential tollroads as a viable means of reducing the gap between transportation 

needs and available funds was a high priority throughout NCTCOG’s Mobility 2025 Plan Update 

planning process.  As such, it has been the policy of RTC to move forward as expeditiously as 

possible towards the implementation of these projects. 

At a meeting attended by representatives from the NCTCOG, on August 29, 1997, it was determined 

that the project would be designated an “Option 3” MIS (concurrent MIS/NEPA followed by a Final 

EIS) because a complete range of alternatives had been studied through previous EIS and public 

involvement activities.  The decision to reject a “freeway” facility along the southwest corridor was 

supported by a majority of the local community, elected officials and affected agencies.  Alternatives 

for SH 121 such as transit, rail, HOV lanes, TSM/TDM improvements, bicycle/pedestrian 

improvements, parking management, ETR programs, etc., have been addressed in the regional CMS. 
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