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1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 
Hidalgo County Precinct No. 1, in cooperation with the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), 
proposes to improve an off-system, 7.5 mile stretch of Mile 6 West Road in Hidalgo County, Texas. As 
shown in Figure 1, the southern terminus of the proposed project is located at Mile 9 North (Sugarcane 
Drive), which is partially located within the city of Weslaco’s political boundaries and approximately one 
mile northeast of the City of Donna. The northern terminus at State Highway (SH) 107 (Mile 16½ North) 
is located adjacent and west of the City of Elsa, which is approximately two miles west of the City of 
Edcouch. The community of La Blanca is located approximately two miles east of Mile 6 West on SH 107. 
Various photographs of the project vicinity are presented in Appendix A. 
 
The project development process for this project has followed the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and TxDOT environmental policies and procedures including the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
771, FHWA Technical Advisory T6640.8A, and Title 43 of the Texas Administrative Code (TAC). In 
accordance with these policies, this Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to evaluate the 
social, economic, and environmental effects of the proposed project. This EA provides the public and 
decision makers with adequate and appropriate information regarding the need and purpose of the 
project, existing facility, proposed action, alternatives considered, and potential social, economic, and 
environmental effects. 
 
1.1 Existing Facility 
 
The existing facility of Mile 6 West Road from Mile 9 North to SH 107 has a total length of approximately 
7.5 miles. Mile 6 West Road is locally known as Westgate from Mile 9 North to Mile 11 North. It is 
classified as a major collector road, which is a moderate-capacity road that moves traffic from local streets 
to arterial roads or highways (FHWA 2013). Unlike highways, collector roads are designed to provide 
access to residential properties. The existing facility is a rural type design in which no curb and gutters or 
storm drain systems exist for drainage. The existing facility utilizes open grass lined ditches for drainage, 
and has no bicycle or pedestrian accommodations. 
 
Within the project limits, the existing Mile 6 West Road consists of two-lane and three-lane sections. As 
shown in Figure 2, existing Mile 6 West Road from Mile 9 North to Cary Avenue, a distance of 
approximately two miles, consists of two 10-foot wide travel lanes with a 12-foot continuous center turn 
lane for an overall pavement width of 32 feet. The remainder of the proposed project from Cary Avenue 
to SH 107, a distance of approximately 5.5 miles, consists of two 10-foot lanes and no shoulders for an 
overall pavement width of 20 feet (Figure 2). The minimum existing right-of-way (ROW) is 60 feet in 
width. There are two signalized intersections located at Mile 10 North and SH 107. The current posted 
speed is 45 miles per hour (mph). The existing traffic volume between Mile 9 North to Mile 11 is 8,900 
vehicles per day (VPD) with the volume between Mile 11 and SH 107 is 8,000 VPD. 
 
Existing surface area drainage from off-site and onsite drains into the Hidalgo County Drainage District 
No. 1 Mercedes lateral. This laterally discharges into the International Boundary and Water Commission 
North Floodway, which ultimately drains into the Laguna Madre approximately five miles south of Port 
Mansfield. There are 14 existing cross drainage structures and four elevated irrigation canals within the 
project limits. 
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1.2 Project Need 
 
The project is needed to address the current and projected transportation demands, facility deficiencies 
and to improve safety. The section of Mile 6 West Road located to the south of Mile 9 North has been 
widened to accommodate four lanes with a center turn lane to US 83. Regional mobility for adjacent 
communities would be improved by upgrading 7.5 miles of Mile 6 West Road to four lanes so as to 
improve north-south mobility between US 83 and SH 107. Improving Mile 6 West Road would also 
alleviate congestion on FM 1015, which is located to the east of Mile 6 West Road, and is the only north-
south access from the international bridge. The proposed added capacity is needed along this corridor 
to decrease traffic congestion common within the project area and improve safety by the addition of 
shoulders.  
 
1.2.1 Safety 
 
The narrow existing 10 foot lane width of the two-lane roadway without shoulders does not meet 
current geometric design standards and the poor condition of the roadway presents unsafe conditions 
for area farmers with large agricultural equipment, school buses loading and unloading, and the general 
traveling public. Mile 6 West Road is currently being utilized by five School Districts: Mercedes, South 
Texas, Weslaco, Edcouch, and La Villa. 
 
1.2.2 Local Traffic Increases and Population Growth  
 
According to the Hidalgo County Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (HCMPO) 2010-2040 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), “Hidalgo County’s metropolitan planning area covers 1,584.6 
square miles and includes a rapidly growing population.” (HCMPO 2015a). “Hidalgo County has been 
one of the top five fastest growing metro areas in the U.S. every year since 1986.” (HCMPO 2015a) The 
following charts depict population projections and growth rates for Hidalgo County. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Texas State Data Center Population Projections Tool query. 2012 Population Projections by Migration 
Scenario for Texas – Report; One-Half (0.5) Migration Scenario (recommended for most Texas counties). 
http://txsdc.utsa.edu/Data/TPEPP/Projections/Tool.aspx (Accessed June 10, 2014). 
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Source: http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-01.pdf (U.S. and Texas); 
http://censusviewer.com/county/TX/Hidalgo (Hidalgo County). Accessed June 10, 2014. 
 

Mile 6 West Road currently serves the agricultural and residential communities of the surrounding 
areas. In 2003, Hidalgo County Commissioner’s Precinct 1 recognized the worsening roadway condition 
of Mile 6 West Road along with increasing traffic volumes and safety demands. The Precinct therefore 
initiated the design of proposed improvements to Mile 6 West Road to improve the transportation 
needs between the communities of Elsa and Weslaco.  
 
According to 2018-2038 traffic projections provided by the TxDOT Transportation Planning and 
Programming Division, the existing and projected traffic volumes for Mile 6 West Road are as follows: 
 

• 2018: 8,900 VPD between Mile 9 North and Mile 11 North; 8,000 VPD between Mile 11 North to 
SH 107. 

• 2038: 12,000 VPD from Mile 9 North to Mile 11 North; 10,700 VPD from Mile 11 North to SH 
107. 

 
Currently, Mile 6 West Road within the project limits is a narrow two-lane roadway without shoulders 
and is inadequate for current and anticipated future traffic volumes at a safe and acceptable level of 
service. The projected increases in traffic volumes (35% and 34%, respectively) cannot be supported by 
two lanes and the existing subgrade and base material. A Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) dated 
March 2014 identified several inadequacies with the current roadway configuration including safer 
vertical curve sight distance, safe slopes from the edge of pavement, proper roadway signs and 
pavement markings and improved drainage.  
 
1.3 Project Purpose 
 
The purpose of the proposed project is to add travel lanes to Mile 6 West Road that would improve 
regional mobility, address traffic congestion, enhance safety (i.e. sidewalks in the urban section) and 
improve the design features (i.e. wider lanes, shoulders) along the corridor. The increased roadway 
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capacity would accommodate existing and future travel demands for local residents, commuters, school 
buses, farm equipment, emergency vehicles, and the traveling public. 
 
With stronger emphasis for multimodal transportation facilities, TxDOT is committed to proactively plan, 
design, and construct facilities to safely accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists. For the first two miles 
of (Mile 9 North to Mile 11 North), the proposed project would include a six foot sidewalk on both sides 
of the road. 
 
1.4 Proposed Facility 
 
The length of the proposed facility is approximately 7.5 miles. The logical termini are SH 107 (north end) 
and Mile 9 North (south end). It consists of urban and rural roadway sections. The overall ROW would be 
104 feet for both the urban and rural sections. Proposed typical sections for the urban and rural 
portions are presented in Figure 3. This facility would have independent utility and can function as a 
stand-alone project.  
  
Within the first two miles (from Mile 9 North to Mile 11 North), an urban curb and gutter section is 
proposed. As shown in Figure 3, the urban section would have six-foot sidewalks on both sides of the 
road. A storm sewer system including 24-inch, 30-inch, and 60-inch diameter drain pipes would be 
constructed in this section with multiple drainage inlets along the roadway. The urban section would 
generally consists of reconstructing and widening the existing roadway to consist of four 12-foot wide 
travel lanes (two lanes in each direction), a 14-foot continuous center left turn lane, two ten-foot 
shoulders and six-foot wide sidewalks on each side of the roadway for an overall pavement width of 82 
feet.  
 
The rural section from Mile 11 North to SH 107 would generally consists of reconstructing and widening 
the existing roadway to consist of four 11-foot wide travel lanes (two lanes in each direction), and eight-
foot shoulders for a pavement width varying from 60 to 76 feet. Portions of the rural section would 
accommodate a middle turning lane at intersections, which would generally be 16 feet wide. Other 
portions of the rural section would not contain a middle turning lane. Storm water would be conveyed 
to existing outfalls via roadside ditches.  
 
Both the urban and rural sections (hereafter referred to as the proposed project) would affect the 
following properties: acquisition and relocation of one four-unit apartment building; acquisition of one 
carport; acquisition and relocation of one residential/tire shop business; acquisition and relocation of 
one residence; numerous residential fence relocations; and various impacts on adjacent farmland 
properties. Approximately 32.84 acres of new ROW would be required from 237 parcels. 
 
Eighteen proposed cross-drainage structures of reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) varying in size from 18 
inches to 96 inches in diameter would be constructed at the existing irrigation ditches to accommodate 
the new pavement width. For the wider pavement at the three elevated canals, either RCP or large 
diameter fiberglass piping would be constructed. Additionally, the urban section would have a curb, 
gutter, and sidewalks incorporated into the design.  
 
Several utilities are located within the project area, which include: power lines, sanitary sewer, fiber 
optic lines, water lines, irrigation lines, gas lines, and high voltage transmission line. The numerous 
potential utility adjustments are documented within the engineering documents for the proposed 
project. Utilities having potential conflicts with the proposed project include: aerial power lines; sanitary 
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sewer; aerial and underground transmission (communication and fiber optic); underground water lines 
(two to eight inches); 1.5-inch service water line; 24-inch underground irrigation line; four-inch 
underground gas line; and aerial high voltage transmission line. Required modifications to utilities would 
be conducted by local governments or applicable utility companies. 
 
The 2038 traffic volume between Mile 9 North to Mile 11 North is 12,000 VPD; and between Mile 11 
North and SH 107, the proposed volume is 10,700 VPD. Utilities would be adjusted by appropriate entity 
with existing ROW and easements. The proposed project layout sheets are shown in Figure 4. 
 
1.4.1 Right-of-Way Acquisition, Displacements and Relocations 
  
The proposed project would require 44 to 50 feet of additional ROW in various locations along the 
existing roadway to accommodate the 104-foot width of proposed project. A 110-foot maximum width 
would be required at intersections. It is anticipated that the proposed project would require property 
approximately 32.84 acres of new ROW from 237 parcels. No temporary or permanent easements 
would be required. The proposed project minimizes adverse impacts on existing developments. 
 
The acquisition of the ROW would require the displacement of one tire shop business (two structures – 
house and tire shop) on Parcel #13, one multi-family (with four apartments) structure on Parcel #15 and 
one residence on Parcel #236. The displacements are shown on Figure 4 (Sheets 1 of 10 and 10 of 10). 
Additionally, the proposed project would require numerous residential fence relocations. Displacements 
and relocations for were minimized to the extent possible. The proposed project would not require 
acquisition of school properties; therefore, no adverse impacts on school district facilities are expected. 
Access to schools, recreational areas, residences, and businesses in the project vicinity would continue 
during construction of the proposed project. 
 
Acquisition of ROW would be conducted in accordance with Public Law 96-146, which is the Federal 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970 (Uniform Act), as 
amended and Real Estate Acquisition Guide for Local Public Agencies (FHWA 2009). Geographic 
Information System (GIS) analysis of parcel data against aerial photography indicates that within one 
mile of the project centerline and one mile from the nearest city (noted below), there are: 
 

• City of Elsa (northern project terminus): Approximately 1,027 residential lots with existing 
dwellings. A March 5, 2015 search of active residential property listings on Realtor.com within 
five miles of Elsa, Texas resulted in 26 listings ranging in prices from $29,900 to $475,000, with 
an average listing price of $158,146.  

• City of Weslaco (southern project terminus): Approximately 2,438 residential lots with existing 
dwellings. A March 5, 2015 Realtor.com search revealed resulted in 342 active listings ranging in 
prices from $14,500 to $500,000, with an average listing price of $164,841 within five miles of 
Weslaco, Texas. 

 
The Hidalgo County Relocation Assistance Program complies with the Uniform Act and would be 
available to those displaced as a result of the proposed project. Relocation resources would be made 
available without discrimination; consistent with the requirements of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and 
1968 and the Housing and Urban Development Amendment Act of 1974. Special relocation 
considerations would accommodate residents in need of additional assistance. Last resort housing 
would be made available in the event of a housing shortage or for residents who cannot find 
comparable affordable housing. 
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Similar provisions of the Uniform Act apply to businesses, farms, and non-profit organizations displaced 
by the proposed project. Hidalgo County would provide assistance to displaced businesses and nonprofit 
organizations to aid satisfactory relocation with a minimum of delay and loss of earnings. The structures 
used for relocation would also be open to persons regardless of race, color, religion, or nationality, and 
be within the financial means of those individuals affected. No construction would occur in areas 
adjacent to affected properties until comparable replacement housing has been made available to 
displaced persons. 
 
Information on the TxDOT Relocation Assistance Program was made available during the public 
involvement process. Affected individuals would be contacted personally, and all services and benefits 
of the program made available to them in accordance with Title VI of the 1987 Civil Rights Restoration 
Act and Housing and Community Development Amendment Act of 1974. The Relocation Program not 
only provides financial assistance, but also includes advisory assistance to residents displaced. 
 
1.5 Planning Process 
 
1.5.1 Project Funding and Consistency with Plans 
 
1.5.1.1 Funding 
 
Funding is currently identified for ROW acquisition, preliminary engineering, and construction. The 
HCMPO’s 2015-2018 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) identifies an 80-20 percent funding 
split between the federal and local governments (City and County), respectively. The estimated total cost 
for this project is approximately $63,538,678 for both phases (from Mile 9 North to Mile 11 North and 
from Mile 11 North to SH 107), which includes preliminary engineering, right-of-way purchase, 
construction cost, construction engineering, and contingencies (HCMPO 2015b). Relevant MTP and TIP 
pages are included in Appendix B. 
 
1.5.1.2 Consistency with Plans 
 
The proposed project is consistent with the HCMPO’s fiscally-constrained 2015-2040 MTP (HCMPO 
2015a) and the 2015-2018 TIP (Amendment #6) (HCMPO 2015b), which include both project phases. The 
proposed phased construction would not hinder the circulation of local or through traffic.  
 
1.5.2 Public Involvement 
 
1.5.2.1 April 18, 2002 and February 19, 2003 Public Meetings 
 
Public meetings were held in the evenings on April 18, 2002 in Hidalgo County at the Precinct 1 Office, 
and on February 19, 2003 at Cleckler-Heald Middle School to involve the public during the planning 
process. The project improvements were discussed and alternatives presented. The meetings were held 
in public places and Spanish speaking interpreters were available. In general, there was support for the 
improvements with concerns raised regarding the quality of the road construction, curbing, and traffic 
speed. The public recommended alignment changes to the proposed project to minimize impacts to 
their property as a result of the ROW requirements. Another commenter expressed concerns over 
school bus loading and unloading, particularly on a “high-speed road.” The presenter responded that 
drivers would be required to stop under state law. He added that the proposed cross-section would 
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allow adequate room to accommodate school buses for loading and unloading on the shoulder. A 
meeting transcript from the April 18, 2002 meeting and comment forms from the February 19, 2003 
meeting are included in Appendix C. 
 
1.5.2.2 August 19, 2014 MAPO 
 
A Meeting with Affected Property Owners (MAPO) was held on August 19, 2014 with the property 
owner who owns three of the four displacements required along Mile 6 West Road. A summary of the 
MAPO is presented in Appendix C. The property owner of the fourth displacement was not available for 
a MAPO and thus, would be held in the near future. 
 
1.5.2.3 September 18, 2014 Public Meeting 
 
A more recent public meeting was held on September 18, 2014 at Cleckler-Heald Elementary School. 
The meeting was advertised in the Monitor (English/Spanish newspaper) in accordance with TxDOT 
guidelines. The meeting notice was also placed on Hidalgo County’s website as well as the City of 
Weslaco. On September 3, 2014, flyers were mailed to the adjacent property owners living within the 
project limits and were provided in both English and Spanish. In both the notice in the newspaper and 
the flyers, information was provided that Spanish speaking interpreters would be available at the 
meeting.  
 
The purpose of the September 2014 meeting was to update the public about the project since over 10 
years had passed since the last public meeting and to present the proposed urban section (from Mile 9 
North to SH 107) which consists of a curb and gutter section with sidewalks. The meeting was attended 
by approximately 60 people comprised of citizens, public officials and agency representatives. A one 
hour open house started the meeting followed by a formal presentation by the Engineering Team. Prior 
to the presentation, a Spanish speaking team member asked the audience if anyone needed headsets 
for simultaneous translation and six individuals came forward. After the presentation, attendees were 
invited to the exhibit viewing area to ask further questions. There were also Spanish speaking individuals 
at the sign-in table and at the project exhibit tables for project information. The tone of the meeting was 
favorable with most questions coming from property owners concerned about the amount of ROW 
acquisition at their individual properties. Most welcomed the improvements in addressing congestion 
and safety that the project would provide. A Public Meeting Summary and Analysis report was prepared 
and delivered to TxDOT Pharr District in January 2015. This report is on file at the TxDOT Pharr District. 
Meeting materials are included in Appendix C. 
 
1.5.2.4 May/June 2015 NAOPH 
 
A Notice of Availability of Environmental Assessment and Affording an Opportunity for a Public Hearing 
(NAOPH) was published in The Monitor (Sunday, May 10, 2015) and El Periódico (Wednesday, May 6, 
2015). In addition, on May 8, 2015 notices were mailed to adjacent property owners and public officials 
who might have an interest in the proposed project. These notices were also posted on the Hidalgo 
County official website. A hearing request and comment deadline of June 9, 2015 was provided. During 
this period, maps showing the project location and design, environmental document, tentative 
construction schedules, and other information relative to the project were on file and available for 
inspection during weekdays between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. at Hidalgo County Precinct 
No. 1 Office located at 902 Joe Stephens Avenue, Weslaco, Texas 78596. No requests for a hearing were 
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received by the comment deadline. Newspaper scans, a screenshot of the county website notice, and a 
list of mail recipients are included in Appendix C. 
 
1.5.3 Project Objectives 
 
The main project objective is to add capacity to the existing facility to improve mobility between US 83 and 
SH 107, improve safety and travel times, and decrease traffic delays. 
 
1.6 Applicable Regulations 
 
Environmental regulations and executive orders influencing project design and operations are as 
follows: 
 

• Cultural Resources: 
o Antiquities Code of Texas (Texas Natural Resource Code, Title 9, Chapter 191)  
o Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between TxDOT and the Texas Historical 

Commission (THC) (2013) 
o Programmatic Agreement (PA) between FHWA, TxDOT, State Historic Preservation Officer 

(SHPO) and Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) (2005) 
o National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as Amended (NHPA) (16 United State Code 

[USC] 470 et seq.) 
o Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 
o Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 

• Ecological Resources: 
o Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 
o Executive Memorandum on Environmentally and Economically Beneficial Landscape 

Practices 
o Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species (effective February 3, 1999) 
o Magnuson-Stevens Act for protection of Essential Fish Habitat; 
o Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 
o PA MOU between TxDOT and the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) (2013) 

• Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) 
• NEPA of 1969, as Amended (42 USC 4321 et seq.) 
• Socioeconomic Resources: 

o Civil Rights Act of 1964 
o Executive Order 13166, pertaining to Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 
o Executive Order 12898, pertaining to Environmental Justice 

• Texas Asbestos Health Protection Act and Rules 
• Final Rule on Controlling Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants; 
• Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) airway-highway clearance 
• Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended 
• Water Resources: 

o CWA and Amendments (Sections 401, 402, 404, 303[d]) 
o Executive Order 11988 Floodplain Management 
o Executive Order 11990 on Wetlands 
o Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) Municipal MS4 regulations 
o Rivers and Harbors Act of 1945, Section 10 
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o TCEQ Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) 
o Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act; 
o EO 11988 Floodplain Management; 

 
1.7 Required Agency Coordination 
 
During early stages of the proposed project, coordination letters were sent to resource agencies and 
other appropriate local, state, and federal agencies. Correspondence with resource agencies is 
presented in Appendix D. Preliminary coordination has been accomplished with the Hidalgo County 
Historical Commission and with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services (USFWS) in September 2001. Tribal 
coordination was completed in 2011. Recent coordination (August 2014) has occurred with the 
THC/SHPO under the MOU between THC and TxDOT. Coordination with the TPWD was completed in 
March 2011.  
 
An approved jurisdictional determination (AJD) stating that there are no jurisdictional waters along Mile 
6 West Road was received from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in September 2014. In 
compliance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), coordination with the Natural Resource 
Conservation Service (NRCS) was conducted in October 2014.  
 
1.8 Issues/Resources Studied in Detail 
 
This EA reviews issues and resources as required by the NEPA Regulations (23 CFR 771), and the FHWA 
Technical Advisory (T6640.8A). Issues and resources studied in detail within Section 3.0 include: 
 

1. Community Impact Assessment; 
2. Biological Resources; 
3. Farmland; 
4. Hazardous Materials; 
5. Cultural Resources; 
6. Noise;  
7. Construction Impacts; and 
8. Indirect and Cumulative Analyses 

 
1.9 Issues/Resources Eliminated from Further Study 
 
1.9.1 Land Use 
 
As shown in Figure 5, current land use within 150 feet of the proposed project consists of a combination 
of commercial development, single-family homes, multi-family developments, pastures, ranchettes and 
farmland. Table 1 presents acreage and land use percentages adjacent properties. 
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Table 1: Proportions of Adjacent Land Uses 
 

Land Use Approximate Total Acreage 

Commercial/Office/Industrial 6 (2.6%) 

Residential 118 (50.7%) 

School 0.5 (0.2%) 

Farmland 92 (39.6%) 

Pasture 10 (4.3%) 

Shrubland 6 (2.6%) 

Total 232.5 (100%) 

Note: The proportions used in this table include areas within 
150 feet from the proposed project centerline. 

 
The proposed project would not result in direct large-scale land use conversion. The additional ROW 
required for the project would convert approximately 15.9 acres of agricultural land to non-producing 
land. 
 
1.9.2 Utilities 
 
Two valve stations (owned by Valley Gas Transmission and Texas Eastern Gas) located within the 
proposed ROW would be relocated outside the ROW by Hidalgo County. Other utilities include five-inch, 
six-inch, and eight-inch water supply lines owned by North Alamo Water Supply, Magic Valley Electric, 
and Central Power and Light. High-pressure gas lines (owned by Texas Eastern and Tennessee Gas) 
would be adjusted. Utility relocations or adjustments would be the responsibility of Hidalgo County, 
other local governments or applicable utility specialist. The maximum depth of utility adjustment is 
estimated at eight feet.  
 
1.9.3 Pedestrian and Bicycle Considerations 
 
Currently, there are no sidewalks along the length of the proposed project. A six foot sidewalk would be 
constructed on each side of Mile 6 West Road in the urban section with limits from Mile 9 North to Mile 
11. In the rural Section (Mile 11 North to SH 107), the shoulders would function as a safe shared 
pathway for bicyclists and the occasional pedestrian who may desire to utilize the roadway. The 
shoulder could serve as both a bicycle and a breakdown lane. In addition, since pedestrian traffic is not 
normally associated with highways in rural areas, the occasional pedestrian or jogger could maneuver a 
safe passage with a stalled or broken down vehicle on the shoulder. For rural areas without curbs and 
gutters, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) guidelines 
recommend that bike lanes may have a minimum width of five feet, but a greater width is preferable 
especially where substantial truck traffic is present or where motor vehicle speeds exceed 50 mph. The 
proposed eight foot wide shoulders in the rural section would adequately accommodate bicyclists and 
pedestrians.  
 
1.9.4 Visual Amenity 
 
The proposed project location can be characterized as primarily rural with residential and agricultural 
land uses. The landscape is intersected by multiple paved roadways including Mile 9 North, Mile 10 
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North, Mile 11 North, Mile 12 North, Mile 15 North, SH 107 and other smaller intersecting roads. 
Multiple unpaved perimeter access roads are used by local farmers for agriculture-related activities. 
Several drainage and irrigation canals also bisect the proposed project. No unique landscape features 
occur near the project area.  
 
Aesthetic values would be emphasized in the design of the proposed project and the overall character of 
the study area would be preserved. Landscape design and regular maintenance practices would assist in 
blending the proposed facility with existing land uses and the environmental setting. Therefore, visual 
impacts would not be expected from the proposed project. 
 
1.9.5 Section 4(f) Resources 
 
Sections 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended, provides that projects 
requiring the use of land from publicly-owned parks, recreational areas, wildlife refuges or historic sites 
may not be approved unless there are no feasible and prudent alternative. The proposed project would 
not require the use of publicly owned land from a Section 4(f) property, as defined by the Act. Mario Leal 
Park is located approximately one mile northeast of the northern project terminus while the nearest 
refuge (Lower Rio Grande Valley National Wildlife Refuge) is located approximately 5.8 miles south of the 
proposed project. 
 
Results of the historic structures survey indicated that the proposed project would have no adverse 
effect on historic properties and does not require a taking or use of public recreational facilities. 
Additionally, publicly owned parklands, recreational areas, or wildlife and waterfowl management areas 
would not be affected as a result of the proposed project. Therefore, Section 4(f) lands would not be 
affected by the proposed project. 
 
1.9.6 Air Quality 
 
1.9.6.1 Transportation Conformity 
 
Refer to Section 1.6.4 for a discussion of project consistency with transportation plans. Hidalgo County 
is located in an area in attainment or unclassifiable for the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS); therefore, the transportation conformity rules do not apply. 
 
1.9.6.2 Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air Quality Analysis 
 
Traffic data for the design year (2038) is 12,000 VPD in the urban section. A prior TxDOT modeling study 
and previous analyses of similar projects demonstrated that it is unlikely that a carbon monoxide 
standard would ever be exceeded as a result of a project with an annual average daily traffic (AADT) 
below 140,000. The AADT projections for the project do not exceed 140,000 VPD; therefore, a traffic air 
quality analysis was not required. 
 
1.9.6.3 Mobile Source Air Toxics 
 
Background 
 
Controlling air toxic emissions became a national priority with the passage of the Clean Air Act 
Amendments of 1990, whereby Congress mandated that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

11 
 



Mile 6 West Road Environmental Assessment 
Hidalgo County, Texas  CSJs: 0921-02-168 and 0921-02-286 

(EPA) regulate 188 air toxics, also known as hazardous air pollutants. The EPA has assessed this 
expansive list in their latest rule on the Control of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources 
(Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 37, page 8430, February 26, 2007), and identified a group of 93 
compounds emitted from mobile sources that are listed in their Integrated Risk Information System 
(IRIS) (http://www.epa.gov/iris/). In addition, EPA identified seven compounds with significant 
contributions from mobile sources that are among the national and regional-scale cancer risk drivers 
from their 1999 National Air Toxics Assessment (http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/nata1999/). These are 
acrolein, benzene, 1,3-butidiene, diesel particulate matter [PM] plus diesel exhaust organic gases (diesel 
PM), formaldehyde, naphthalene, and polycyclic organic matter. While FHWA considers these the 
priority mobile source air toxics (MSAT), the list is subject to change and may be adjusted in 
consideration of future EPA rules. 
 
The 2007 EPA MSAT rule mentioned above requires controls that would dramatically decrease MSAT 
emissions through cleaner fuels and cleaner engines. Based on an FHWA analysis using EPA’s 
MOVES2010b model, as shown in Figure 6 and Table 2, even if vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) increases by 
102% as assumed from 2010 to 2050, a combined reduction of 83% in the total annual emissions for the 
priority MSAT is projected for the same time period. 

 
Figure 6: Projected National MSAT Emission Trends 2010 to 2050  

for Vehicles Operating on Roadways Using EPA’s MOVES2010b Model 
 

 
Source: see Table 4. Note: Trends for specific locations may be different, depending on locally derived information 
representing vehicle-miles travelled, vehicle speeds, vehicle mix, fuels, emission control programs, meteorology, 
and other factors. 
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Table 2: Projected National MSAT Emission Trends 2010–2050 for Vehicles Operating on Roadways 
Using EPA’s MOVES2010b Model 

 

Pollutant/VMT 
Pollutant Emissions (tons) and Vehicle-Miles Traveled (VMT) by Calendar Year Change 

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 2010 to 
2050 

Acrolein 1,244 805 476 318 258 247 264 292 322 -74% 

Benzene 18,995 10,195 6,765 5,669 5,386 5,696 6,216 6,840 7,525 -60% 

Butadiene 3,157 1,783 1,163 951 890 934 1,017 1,119 1,231 -61% 

Diesel PM 128,847 79,158 40,694 21,155 12,667 10,027 9,978 10,942 11,992 -91% 

Formaldehyde 17,848 11,943 7,778 5,938 5,329 5,407 5,847 6,463 7,141 -60% 

Naphthalene 2,366 1,502 939 693 607 611 659 727 802 -66% 

Polycyclics 1,102 705 414 274 218 207 219 240 262 -76% 

Trillions VMT 2.96 3.19 3.5 3.85 4.16 4.58 5.01 5.49 6 102% 
Source: EPA MOVES2010b model runs conducted during May–June 2012 by FHWA.    PM = Particulate Matter 
 
Air toxics analysis is a continuing area of research. While much work has been done to assess the overall 
health risk of air toxics, many questions remain unanswered. In particular, the tools and techniques for 
assessing project-specific health outcomes as a result of lifetime MSAT exposure remain limited. These 
limitations impede the ability to evaluate how the potential health risks posed by MSAT exposure should 
be factored into project-level decision-making within the context of NEPA. The FHWA, EPA, the Health 
Effects Institute (HEI), and others have funded and conducted research studies to try to more clearly 
define potential risks from MSAT emissions associated with highway projects. The FHWA would 
continue to monitor the developing research in this emerging field. 
 
Project-Specific MSAT Information 
 
A qualitative analysis provides a basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences among 
MSAT emissions, if any, from the various alternatives. The qualitative assessment presented below is 
derived in part from a study conducted by the FHWA entitled A Methodology for Evaluating Mobile 
Source Air Toxic Emissions Among Transportation Project Alternatives, found at:  
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/research_and_analysis/mobile_source_ai
r_toxics/msatemissions.pdf. 
 
For each alternative in this document, the amount of MSAT emitted would be proportional to the 
vehicle miles traveled, or VMT, assuming that other variables such as fleet mix are the same for each 
alternative. The VMT estimated for each of the build alternatives is slightly higher than that for the No-
Build Alternative, because the additional capacity increases the efficiency of the roadway and attracts 
rerouted trips from elsewhere in the transportation network. This increase in VMT would lead to higher 
MSAT emissions for the preferred action alternative along the highway corridor, along with a 
corresponding decrease in MSAT emissions along the parallel routes. The emissions increase is offset 
somewhat by lower MSAT emission rates due to increased speeds; according to EPA's MOVES2010b 
model, emissions of the priority MSATs decrease as speed increases. Because the estimated VMT under 
each of the Alternatives are nearly the same, varying by less than one percent, it is expected there 
would be no appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions among the various alternatives. Also, 
regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions would likely be lower than present levels in the design 
year as a result of EPA's national control programs that are projected to reduce annual MSAT emissions 
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by over 80 percent between 2010 and 2050. Local conditions may differ from these national projections 
in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, and local control measures. However, the 
magnitude of the EPA-projected reductions is so great (even after accounting for VMT growth) that 
MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be lower in the future in nearly all cases. 
 
The additional travel lanes contemplated as part of the project alternatives would have the effect of 
moving some traffic closer to nearby homes, schools, and businesses; therefore, under each alternative 
there may be localized areas where ambient concentrations of MSAT could be higher under certain build 
alternatives than the No-Build Alternative. The localized increases in MSAT concentrations would likely 
be most pronounced along the expanded roadway sections that would be built along Mile 6 West Road 
from Mile 9 North to SH 107 under the preferred/build alternative (Alternative D). However, the 
magnitude and the duration of these potential increases compared to the No-Build alternative cannot 
be reliably quantified due to incomplete or unavailable information in forecasting project-specific MSAT 
health impacts. In sum, when a highway is widened, the localized level of MSAT emissions for the Build 
Alternative could be higher relative to the No-Build Alternative, but this could be offset due to increases 
in speeds and reductions in congestion (which are associated with lower MSAT emissions). Also, MSAT 
would be lower in other locations when traffic shifts away from them. However, on a regional basis, 
EPA's vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, would over time cause substantial 
reductions that, in almost all cases, would cause region-wide MSAT levels to be significantly lower than 
today. 
 
Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project-Specific MSAT Health Impacts Analysis 
 
In FHWA’s view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the project-specific health 
impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with a proposed set of highway alternatives. The 
outcome of such an assessment, adverse or not, would be influenced more by the uncertainty 
introduced into the process through assumption and speculation rather than a genuine insight into the 
actual health impacts directly attributable to MSAT exposure associated with a proposed action. 
 
The EPA is responsible for protecting the public health and welfare from a known or anticipated effect of 
an air pollutant. They are the lead authority for administering the Clean Air Act and its amendments and 
have specific statutory obligations with respect to hazardous air pollutants and MSAT. The EPA is in the 
continual process of assessing human health effects, exposures, and risks posed by air pollutants. They 
maintain the IRIS, which is a compilation of electronic reports on specific substances found in the 
environment and their potential to cause human health effects (EPA, http://www.epa.gov/iris/). Each 
report contains assessments of non-cancerous and cancerous effects for individual compounds and 
quantitative estimates of risk levels from lifetime oral and inhalation exposures with uncertainty 
spanning perhaps an order of magnitude. 
 
Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health effects of MSAT, 
including the HEI. Two HEI studies are summarized in Appendix D of FHWA’s Interim Guidance Update 
on MSAT Analysis in NEPA Documents. Among the adverse health effects linked to MSAT compounds at 
high exposures are; cancer in humans in occupational settings; cancer in animals; and irritation to the 
respiratory tract, including the exacerbation of asthma. Less obvious is the adverse human health effects 
of MSAT compounds at current environmental concentrations (HEI, 
http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282) or in the future as vehicle emissions substantially 
decrease (HEI, http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=306). 
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The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling; dispersion modeling; 
exposure modeling; and then final determination of health impacts – each step in the process building 
on the model predictions obtained in the previous step. All are encumbered by technical shortcomings 
or uncertain science that prevents a more complete differentiation of the MSAT health impacts among a 
set of project alternatives. These difficulties are magnified for lifetime (i.e. 70 year) assessments, 
particularly because unsupportable assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel 
patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) over that time frame, since such 
information is unavailable. 
 
It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast 70-year lifetime MSAT concentrations and exposure near 
roadways; to determine the portion of time that people are actually exposed at a specific location; and 
to establish the extent attributable to a proposed action, especially given that some of the information 
needed is unavailable. 
 
There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the various 
MSAT, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of occupational exposure data 
to the general population, a concern expressed by HEI (http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282). 
As a result, there is no national consensus on air dose-response values assumed to protect the public 
health and welfare for MSAT compounds, and in particular for diesel PM. The EPA 
(http://www.epa.gov/risk/basicinformation.htm#g) and the HEI 
(http://pubs.healtheffects.org/getfile.php?u=395) have not established a basis for quantitative risk 
assessment of diesel PM in ambient settings. 
 
There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk. The current context is the 
process used by the EPA as provided by the Clean Air Act to determine whether more stringent controls 
are required in order to provide an ample margin of safety to protect public health or to prevent an 
adverse environmental effect for industrial sources subject to the maximum achievable control 
technology standards, such as benzene emissions from refineries. The decision framework is a two-step 
process. The first step requires EPA to determine an acceptable level of risk due to emissions from a 
source, which is generally no greater than approximately 100 in a million. Additional factors are 
considered in the second step, which is to maximize the number of people with risks less than one in a 
million due to emissions from a source. The results of this statutory two-step process do not guarantee 
that cancer risks from exposure to air toxics are less than 1 in a million; in some cases, the residual risk 
determination could result in maximum individual cancer risks that are as high as approximately 100 in a 
million. In a June 2008 decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit upheld 
EPA’s approach to addressing risk in its two step decision framework. 
 
Information is incomplete or unavailable to establish that even the largest of highway projects would 
result in levels of risk greater than deemed acceptable. Because of the limitations in the methodologies 
for forecasting health impacts described, a predicted difference in health impacts between alternatives 
is likely to be much smaller than the uncertainties associated with predicting the impacts. Consequently, 
the results of such assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh this 
information against project benefits, such as reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, and fatalities 
plus improved access for emergency response, that are better suited for quantitative analysis. 
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Conclusion 
 
In this document, a qualitative MSAT assessment has been provided relative to the various alternatives 
of MSAT emissions and has acknowledged that all of the project alternatives may result in increased 
exposure to MSAT emissions in certain locations, although the concentrations and duration of exposures 
are uncertain, and because of this uncertainty, the health effects from these emissions cannot be 
estimated.  
 
1.9.6.4 Congestion Management Process/System 
 
This project is located in an area that is in attainment or unclassifiable for all NAAQS; therefore a CMP 
analysis is not required. 
 
1.9.6.5 Construction Emissions 
 
During the construction phase of this project, temporary increases in air pollutant emissions may occur 
from construction activities. The primary construction-related emissions are PM (fugitive dust) from site 
preparation. These emissions are temporary in nature (only occurring during actual construction); it is 
not possible to reasonably estimate impacts from these emissions due to limitations of existing models. 
However, the potential impacts of PM emissions would be minimized by using fugitive dust control 
measures such as, covering or treating disturbed areas with dust suppression techniques, sprinkling, 
covering loaded trucks, and other dust abatement controls, as appropriate. The construction activity 
phase of this project may generate a temporary increase in MSAT emissions from construction activities, 
equipment and related vehicles. The primary MSAT construction related emissions are PM from site 
preparation and diesel PM from diesel powered construction equipment and vehicles. However, 
considering the temporary and transient nature of construction-related emissions, as well as the 
mitigation actions to be utilized, it is not anticipated that emissions from construction of the proposed 
project would have a significant impact on air quality in the area. 
 
1.9.7 Water Resources  
 
The project area does not support lakes, rivers or streams. It is located within the South Laguna Madre 
Watershed (USGS Cataloging Unit 12110208), which is part of the Rio Grande Basin (EPA 2012). The 
proposed project would cross 14 drainage ditches and four elevated irrigation canals. The canals are 
owned and operated by the Hidalgo and Cameron Counties Irrigation District #9. The existing drainage 
ditch structures would be replaced with appropriately-sized (based on a hydraulic analysis) concrete 
reinforced pipes at their respective locations. As approved by the Irrigation District, the existing pipes 
located under the roadway at the elevated irrigation canals would be sleeved with new pipes. This 
would maintain the integrity and function of the existing structures. 
 
After review of published sources and a September 2014 field visit, the following water resource issues 
were eliminated from further study: 
 
1.9.7.1 Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Waters of the U.S. 
 
Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), the USACE administers a permit program that 
regulates discharges of dredge/fill materials into jurisdictional waters of the U.S., including wetlands. 
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The USACE regulates construction activities in order to protect navigation, utilization, and for the public 
interest of water resources. 
 
As shown in Figure 7, reviews of the National Wetlands Inventory identified that no waters of the U.S. 
would be affected by the proposed project. Thereafter, a field reconnaissance and investigation was 
conducted to verify the outcome of the wetland data review. The USACE has determined that the site 
does not contain waters of the U.S. An AJD was issued by the USACE in September 2014 that the 
proposed project is not subject to the USACE jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA. 
Correspondence from the USACE is presented in Appendix D. 
 
This project would not result in the placement of temporary or permanent dredge or fill material into 
jurisdictional Waters of the U.S., including wetlands or other special aquatic sites; therefore, a Section 
404 permit would not be required. 
 
1.9.7.2 Section 401 of the CWA, Water Quality 
 
The proposed project would not require a USACE Section 404 permit; therefore, Section 401 
Certification would not be required. This project does not involve work in or over a navigable water of 
the U.S. and therefore, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act does not apply. 
 
1.9.7.3 Executive Order 11990, Wetlands 
 
Executive Order 11990 on wetlands does not apply because no wetlands would be affected. 
 
1.9.7.4 Rivers and Harbors Act, Section 10 
 
The proposed project does not involve work in or over a navigable Water of the U.S.; therefore, Section 
10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1945 does not apply. 
 
1.9.7.5 Section 303(d) of the CWA 
 
Runoff from the proposed project would not discharge directly into Section 303(d) listed threatened or 
impaired water. As shown in Figure 7, the proposed project is located approximately 4.7 miles north of a 
listed stream—Arroyo Colorado Above Tidal (Assessment Unit 2202_03). The stream is impaired due to 
bacteria. Because an impaired section of the Arroyo Colorado is located within five miles of the 
proposed project, coordination with the TCEQ was conducted. This coordination was completed on 
November 19, 2015 (Appendix D). The 2012 303(d) list was used in this assessment (TCEQ 2013). 
 
1.9.7.6 Section 402 of the CWA: TPDES Construction General Permit  
 
The proposed project would include five or more acres of earth disturbance. TxDOT would comply with 
TCEQ’s TPDES Construction General Permit (CGP). A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SW3P) 
would be implemented and a construction site notice would be posted on the construction site. A 
Notice of Intent (NOI) would be required under the CGP (TXR150000). 
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1.9.7.7 Section 402 of the CWA: TPDES MS4  
 
The proposed project is located within the boundaries of the Phase II Hidalgo County urbanized areas 
MS4 and would comply with applicable MS4 requirements. A NOI for storm water discharges from the 
Phase II small MS4 would be required under the Phase II MS4 General Permit (TXR040000). 
 
1.9.7.8 Floodplains  
 
Hidalgo County participates in the National Flood Insurance Program. As shown in Figure 7, a review of 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Maps (Panel No. 4803340350C 
and 4803340450C) (FEMA 2000) shows that the proposed project is located outside of 100-year 
floodplains. Several isolated floodplains are located adjacent to the proposed project, and a larger 
floodplain associated with an elevated canal is located to the west of the northern project terminus.  
 
The proposed project would not directly impact or alter adjacent 100-year floodplains, and the project 
area would not be expected to flood during heavy storm events. Coordination with the local floodplain 
administrator is not required, and impacts are not considered significant as defined by 23 CFR 650. 
 
1.9.7.9 International Boundaries 
 
The proposed project would not be located within the floodplain of the Rio Grande River; therefore, 
coordination with the International Boundary Water Commission would not be required. 
 
1.9.7.10 Wild and Scenic Rivers  
 
The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 (16 USC 1271-1287) serves to protect designated free-flowing 
rivers that have remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, wildlife, historic, cultural and/or other similar 
values. The proposed project would not involve work near the Rio Grande River; and therefore would 
not harm the river’s free-flowing condition, water quality, or outstanding resource values. The Wild and 
Scenic River portions of the Rio Grande River flow through Terrell County and Brewster County, TX as 
well as the Rio Grande Gorge Recreation Area, located in New Mexico, Both portions are well northwest 
of the project area. 
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2.0  COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
2.1 No-Build Alternative 
 
The no-build alternatives does not satisfy the need and purpose of the proposed project, which is to: 1) 
add capacity or widened a north-south major road that connects US 83 and SH 107, 2) improve regional 
mobility, 3) provide a safer facility for the traveling public and movement of goods and services, 4) 
decrease congestion, and 5) to provide the necessary infrastructure for future development in the area. 
The No-Build Alternative does not meet the goals of the local municipalities (i.e. City of Weslaco and 
Hidalgo County), regional transportation planning authorities and regional governmental officials 
addressing the area’s traffic congestion concerns. The No-Build Alternative would not offer additional 
capacity to Mile 6 West Road or mobility improvements for the project area and connecting roads. 
 
2.2 Build Alternatives 
 
Four build alternatives were evaluated through the course of the design process. The build alternatives 
include acquiring ROW to the east, west, or equally to both sides of Mile 6 West Road as well as 
acquiring from either side contingent on various factors and potential impacts. The build alternative 
would meet the project’s need and purpose. Figure 8 presents a general comparison of the build 
alternatives with respect to ROW acquisition. 
 

• Alternative A: This alternative would acquire a typical 22 feet of additional ROW from both sides 
of the existing ROW (with a 50 foot maximum at the intersections). Impacts to existing 
improvements would include: the acquisition of an apartment building parking lot (proposed 
ROW next to building); acquisition of a church parking lot (proposed ROW next to building); 
relocation of seven residences; elimination of a residential carport, and; the loss of nine 
residential driveways. Approximately 36.0 acres of new ROW would be required. 

 
• Alternative B: This alternative would acquire a typical 44 additional feet of ROW (with a 50 foot 

maximum at the intersections) from the west side of existing ROW. Impacts to the existing 
improvements would include: the relocation of 10 residences; acquisition of an apartment 
building and parking lot, loss of 13 residential carports, numerous residential fence relocations, 
adjacent farmland properties and one tire shop business with an associated residence. 
Approximately 37.4 acres of new ROW would be required. 

 
• Alternative C: This alternative would acquire a typical 44 additional feet of ROW (with a 50 foot 

maximum at the intersections.) from the east side of the existing ROW. Impacts to the existing 
improvements would include: the relocation of 19 residences; the relocation of two commercial 
car canopies and associated gasoline pumps; the relocation of a church, numerous residential 
fence relocations, adjacent farmland properties and associated parking lot, and the acquisition 
of a small commercial parking lot with a commercial sign. Approximately 36.3 acres of new ROW 
would be required. 

 
• Alternative D: This alternative would acquire variable amounts of additional ROW (minimum 

zero feet to a maximum of 50 feet at the intersections) from the east and west sides of the ROW 
to minimize adverse impacts to existing development as feasibly as possible. Impacts to existing 
improvements would include: acquisition and relocation of one small three-unit apartment 
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building, the acquisition of one carport, and the acquisition and relocation of one tire shop with 
an attached residential structure, and multiple residential fence relocations. Approximately 
32.84 acres of new ROW would be required. 
 
The northern portion of the alignment would be altered to shift the proposed centerline to the 
west avoiding impacts to the City of Elsa sanitary sewer lift station and underground PSTs on the 
east side of the roadway. Once the ROW is acquired to the north of SH 107, the proposed 
project would be aligned with Mile 6 West Road south of SH 107. 

 
Table 3 provides a summary of ROW requirements and relocations for the build alternatives.  
 

Table 3: Summary of ROW Information for Build Alternatives 
 

Alt 
ROW 

Required 
(acres) 

Required Relocations  

Residences Commercial Apartments Parking 
Lots Carports Driveways Fences 

A 36.0 7 0 0 2 1 9 0 

B 37.4 11 1 (Tire Shop) 1 2 13 0 Multiple 

C 36.3 19 1 (Church) 0 2 2 (canopies) 0 Multiple 

D 32.84 2 1 (Tire Shop) 1 Quadraplex 1 1 0 Multiple 

 
Based on a preliminary analysis, Alternative D was selected as the preferred alternative since it required 
the least amount of new ROW of all the alternatives, the fewest displacements and was in the best 
interest of the traveling public and adjacent property owners. Alternatives A, B and C were eliminated 
from detailed study. Alternative D, the Build Alternative, and the No-Build Alternative have been carried 
forward for detailed analysis within this EA.  
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3.0  EXISTING CONDITIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
The CEQ has established regulations for implementing provisions of the NEPA, as amended. The CEQ 
regulations direct agencies to assess the potential for project-related direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts. Direct impacts, described in this section, are those impacts that are caused by the proposed 
action and occur at the same time and place as the action (40 CFR 1508.8). Indirect and cumulative 
impacts are discussed in Section 4.0. 
 
3.1 Community Impact Assessment 
 
A Community Impact Assessment (CIA) is a process that evaluates the effects of a transportation project 
on a community and its quality of life. The FHWA’s Community Impacts Assessment Guidebook (FHWA 
1996) was used to develop the following CIA.  
 
3.1.1 Community Setting, Public Facilities and Cohesion 
 
3.1.1.1 Community Setting 
 
Desktop mapping (i.e. Google Maps and aerial photography review) was used to identify land use 
patterns, building types, transportation facilities, neighborhoods, and other community features. In 
addition, several site visits were conducted throughout the planning process in order to observe the 
general community setting. The nearby cities of Donna, Weslaco and Mercedes are characterized by 
urban development (residential, commercial and institutional) near city centers; whereas, farmland and 
open spaces predominate along the suburban fringes and in areas such as the project area. The project 
area generally can be described as a suburban community towards the southern end of the project near 
the City of Weslaco and transforms to more of a semi-rural setting along the corridor consisting of 
farmland/crops, irrigation canal/ditches, single residences and residential communities to the City of 
Elsa (northern terminus).  
 
The primary study area, or affected community, was defined as the area immediately surrounding the 
proposed Mile 6 West improvements as well as the communities in the northwestern section of the City 
of Weslaco and east of the City of Elsa (generally located south and north of Mile 6 West). Within the 
project area, community activities appear to be centered on the respective school district activities (i.e. 
Edcouch-Elsa ISD and Weslaco ISD, including sporting events), other community sports leagues (e.g. 
Weslaco Softball Baseball and Weslaco Little League) and boy/girl scout activities. Various places of 
worship are located throughout the communities of Elsa, Edcouch, and Weslaco.  
 
3.1.1.2 Public Facilities and Services 
 
The project area is served by multiple law enforcement, emergency medical, fire, and other public 
service facilities. The facilities located within one mile of the proposed project are presented in Table 4. 
With the exception of the Cleckler-Heald Elementary School and B. Garza Middle School located at the 
southern terminus of the project, no public facilities or services were identified in the immediate vicinity 
of the proposed project. 
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Table 4: Public Facilities 
 

Facility Address 

Police 
City of Edcouch Police Department 211 Southern Avenue, Edcouch, Texas 78538 
Weslaco Police Department 901 N Airport Drive, Weslaco, Texas 78596 
Emergency Medical 
Guardian EMS 610 Ciro Casares, Elsa, Texas 78543 
Pulse EMS 219 Broadway Street, Elsa, Texas 78543 
Rio Care Ems 914 West Pike Boulevard, Weslaco, Texas 78596 
South Star Ambulance Services 312 West Expressway 83, Weslaco, Texas 78596 
Fire Emergency 
Elsa City Fire Department 216 E 4th Street, Elsa, Texas 78543 
Schools 
Clecker-Heald Elementary School 1601 W Sugar Cane Dr., Weslaco, Texas 78596 
Beatriz G Garza Middle School 1111 W Sugar Cane Dr., Weslaco, TX 78596 
Places of Worship 
Sacred Heart Church 1100 Broadway Street, Edcouch, Texas 78538 
Praise Tabernacle 502 W Sugar Cane Dr., Weslaco, Texas 78596 

San Martin De Porres Catholic Church 901 North Texas Boulevard, Weslaco, Texas 78596-4508 

Iglesia Bautista Las Palmas 316 W Esplanada Street, Weslaco, Texas 78596 

 
Although the proposed project could introduce traffic delays during construction (for emergency 
responders requiring access to properties accessed from Mile 6 West Road, for example), no long-term 
impacts to public services or facilities are expected. Rather, long-term ease of traffic would be enhanced 
for people who use the facilities and services with access from Mile 6 West Road. 
 
The proposed project would acquire approximately 0.5 acre of church property, but no public lands. 
Mario Leal Park is located approximately one mile to the northeast of the northern project terminus. 
However, no parks or recreational areas would be affected by the proposed project roadway 
improvements. The proposed project would enhance the safety and mobility for the traveling public 
using Mile 6 West Road.  
 
3.1.1.3 Community Cohesion 
 
Community cohesion refers to an aggregate quality of a residential area. Cohesion is a social attribute 
that indicates a sense of community, attachment to their community, common responsibility, and social 
interaction within a limited geographical area. Community activities appear be largely centered on the 
nearby school facilities and activities. Schools and their various activities (e.g. academics, sports, music, 
clubs, and parent programs) can pay a large role in defining a community’s identity. Extracurricular 
school activities, such as sporting and music events, can bring a community together to interact 
regularly. Residents may also travel to nearby areas for recreation or other activities. The City of 
Weslaco is the closest community to the proposed project that has developed a comprehensive plan. 
The City is located south of the project at US 83, and has a greater level of retail stores and restaurants 
than other nearby communities. It is reasonable to assume that residents of Edcouch and Elsa 
frequently drive to and from Weslaco. 
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Neighbors or communities would not be split or isolated because of the proposed project. The proposed 
project is not expected to affect the community’s social interaction, attachment, or common 
responsibilities nor impede interaction between residents of Edcouch, Elsa, or Weslaco. Rather with the 
added capacity, addition of shoulders, improved intersections with turn lanes, and sidewalks (from Mile 
9 North to Mile 11 North), the proposed project would improve ease of travel between the communities 
and safe pedestrian crossings and improved intersections would be provided. Except for during 
construction, travel patterns for travelers would not be affected. 
 
3.1.2 Demographic and Housing Characteristics 
 
Figure 9 shows the local governments, census tracts (CTs), and block groups (BGs) located within the 
project area. As shown in Table 5, Weslaco is the largest municipality near the project area with a 
population of 35,670. With 2,488 residents, La Blanca has the smallest population. Project area CTs 
populations range from 4,044 to 8,668; Project area BG populations range from 1,510 to 4,291 and 
1,150 to 4,291 for CTs and BG, respectively. With the exception of BGs CT 024402, Block 4 and 48-215-
022201-1, project area municipalities and census boundaries contain slightly more females than males. 
Median ages of residents living within project area census boundaries generally range from 24 to 31, 
which compares to the municipalities located near the project area. 

 
Table 5: 2010 Population, Sex, and Age 

 
Area Population Male Female Median Age 

Weslaco 35,670 16,901 
47.4% 

18,769 
51.5% 32.5 

Elsa 5,660 2,745 
48.5% 

2,915 
51.5% 31.6 

Midway North 4,752 2,364 
49.7% 

2,388 
50.3% 24.5 

Olivarez 3,827 1,854 
48.4% 

1,973 
51.6% 23.5 

La Blanca 2,488 1,238 
49.8% 

1,250 
50.2% 27.9 

Census Tracts 

CT 022201 6,683 3,335 
49.9% 

3,348 
50.1% 26.3 

CT 022401 4,713 2,215 
47.0% 

2,498 
53.0% 30.6 

CT 022402 6,084 3,010 
49.5% 

3,074 
50.5% 28.0 

CT 024402 8,668 4,267 
49.2% 

4,401 
50.8% 26.8 

CT 024403 5,500 2,649 
48.2% 

2,851 
51.8% 30.2 

CT 024404 4,044 2,017 
49.9% 

2,027 
50.1% 27.2 

Block Groups 

CT 022201, BG 1 2,405 1,214 
50.5% 

1,191 
49.5% 24.1 

CT 022401, BG 2 2,247 1,068 
47.5% 

1,179 
52.5% 27.1 

CT 022401, BG 1 4,291 2,128 
49.6% 

2,163 
50.4 27.6 
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Area Population Male Female Median Age 

CT 022402, BG 2 1,793 882 
49.2% 

911 
50.8% 29.3 

CT 024402, BG 1 1,909 930 
48.7% 

979 
51.3% 31.4 

CT 024402, BG 2 2,041 1,002 
49.1% 

1,039 
50.9% 27.9 

CT 024402, BG 3 3,208 1,570 
48.9% 

1,638 
51.1% 24.2 

CT 024402, BG 4 1,510 765 
50.7% 

745 
49.3% 28.0 

CT 024403, BG 1 2,920 1,396 
47.8% 

1,524 
52.2% 31.2 

CT 024404, BG 2 2,304 1,140 
49.5% 

1,164 
50.5% 27.5 

Source: 2010 Census Summary File 1—Texas [machine-readable data files]/prepared by the U.S. Census Bureau, 2011. Tables P1, P12 & P13. 
 
As shown in Table 6, the 2010 U.S. Census reported over 14,000 housing units in the City of Weslaco and 
almost 2,000 housing units in Elsa City. In the City of Weslaco and Elsa City, 11,212 (78%) and 1,731 
(92%) were owner-occupied, respectively. The median value of owner-occupied housing units was 
greater in Weslaco ($69,200) than in Elsa ($57,500) by $11,700. Median household values vary widely 
among the project area BGs: from a low in BG CT 024402, Block 3 of $45,100, and a high in BGCT 
024402, Block 4 of $101,000. Median house values of the project area CTs range from $52,600 to 
$76,900. 

 
Table 6: 2010 Housing and Occupancy 

 

Area Total 
Housing Units 

Owner 
Occupied 

Housing Units 

Vacant 
Households 

Owner-
Occupied Units 

Median 
Value 

Hidalgo County 248,287 216,471 
87.2% 

31,816 
12.8% $75,500 

City of Weslaco 14,394 11,212 
77.9% 

3,182 
22.1% $69,200 

City of Elsa 1,880 1,731 
92.1 

149 
7.9% $57,500 

Census Tracts 

CT 022201 2,014 1,678 
83.3% 

336 
16.7% $54,100 

CT 022401 1,730 1,409 
81.4% 

321 
18.6% $52,600 

CT 022402 1,671 1,543 
92.3% 

128 
7.7% $76,900 

CT 024402 2,282 2,117 
92.8% 

165 
7.2% $72,400 

CT 024403 1,799 1,652 
91.8% 

147 
8.2% $57,300 
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Area Total 
Housing Units 

Owner 
Occupied 

Housing Units 

Vacant 
Households 

Owner-
Occupied Units 

Median 
Value 

CT 024404 1,081 1,013 
93.7% 

68 
6.3% $76,900 

Block Groups 

CT 022201, BG 1 604 560 
92.7% 

44 
7.3% $92,200 

CT 022401, BG 2 643 618 
96.1 

25 
3.9% $79,200 

CT 022402, BG 1 1,161 1,069 
92.1% 

92 
7.9% $81,600 

CT 022402, BG 2 510 474 
92.9% 

36 
7.1% $73,500 

CT 024402, BG 1 553 513 
92.8% 

40 
7.2% $71,700 

CT 024402, BG 2 559 515 
92.1% 

44 
7.9% $76,600 

CT 024402, BG 3 740 705 
95.3% 

35 
4.7% $45,100 

CT 024402, BG 4 430 384 
89.3% 

46 
10.7% $101,000 

CT 024403, BG 1 924 856 
92.6% 

68 
7.4% $92,300 

CT 024404, BG 2 640 601 
93.9% 

39 
6.1% $82,400 

Source: 2010 Census Summary File 1—Texas [machine-readable data files]/prepared by the U.S. Census Bureau, 2011. 
Tables H1, H3, H4, & H5. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2012 American Community Survey Table B25077. CT = Census Tract. 
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Table 7 shows the 2010 racial and ethnic composition of the study area to have large Hispanic 
populations. At the block level, 52 of the 92 project area blocks have 100% Hispanic populations. The 
2010 Census indicates that Hispanic populations were at least 50% for each of the CTs, blocks groups 
and blocks within the project area. Therefore, the U.S. recognizes the populations adjacent to the 
proposed project as minority populations under EO 12898. 

 
Table 7: 2010 Racial and Ethnic Composition 

 

Census 
Boundary 

Total 
Pop. White 

Black or 
African 

American 

Indian 
and 

Alaska 
Native 

Asian Pacific 
Islander 

Other 
Race 

Two 
or 

more 
Races 

Hispanic 
or Latino 

of Any 
Race 

Total 
Minority 

Population 

Census Tracts 

CT 022201 6,683 
100% 

500 
7.5% 

9 
0.1% 

3 
0.0% 

1 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

2 
0.0% 

6,168 
92.3% 

6,183 
92.5% 

CT 022401 4,713 
100% 

294 
6.2 

14 
0.3% 

7 
0.1% 

42 
0.9% 

0 
0.0% 

3 
0.1% 

10 
0.2% 

4,343 
92.1% 

4,419 
93.8% 

CT 022402 6,084 
100% 

168 
2.8% 

4 
0.1% 

2 
0.0% 

18 
0.3% 

2 
0.0% 

2 
0.0% 

1 
0.0 

5,887 
96.8% 

5,916 
97.2% 

CT 024402 8,668 
100% 

180 
2.1% 

4 
<0.1% 

1 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

1 
0.0% 

7 
0.1% 

8,475 
97.8% 

8,488 
97.9% 

CT 024403 5,500 
100% 

90 
1.6% 

9 
0.2% 

1 
0.0% 

1 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

3 
0.1% 

2 
0.0% 

5,394 
98.1% 

5,410 
98.4% 

CT 024404 4,044 
100% 

161 
4% 

2 
<0.1% 

2 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

1 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

1 
0.0% 

3,877 
95.9% 

3,883 
96.0% 

Block Groups 
CT 022201, 

BG 1 
2,405 
100% 

64 
2.7% 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,341 

97.3% 
2,341 
97.3% 

CT 022401, 
BG 2 

2,247 
100% 

87 
3.9% 

8 
0.4% 0 36 

1.6% 0 0 3 
0.1% 

2,113 
94.0% 

2,160 
96.1% 

CT 022402, 
BG 1 

4,291 
100% 

84 
2% 

1 
<0.1% 

2 
0.0% 

8 
0.2% 0 1 

0.0% 
1 

0.0% 
4,194 
97.7% 

4,207 
98.0% 

CT 022402, 
BG 2 

1,793 
100% 

84 
4.7% 

3 
0.2% 0 10 

0.6% 
2 

0.1% 
1 

0.1% 0 1,693 
94.4% 

1,709 
95.3% 

CT 022402, 
BG 1 

1,909 
100% 

53 
2.8% 0 1 

0.1% 0 0 0 0 1,855 
97.2% 

1,856 
97.2% 

CT 022402, 
BG 2 

2,041 
100% 

42 
2.1% 

2 
0.1% 0 0 0 1 

0.0% 0 1,996 
97.8% 

1,999 
97.9% 

CT 022402, 
BG 3 

3,208 
100% 

57 
1.8% 

2 
0.1% 0 0 0 0 2 

0.1% 
3,147 
98.1% 

3,151 
98.2% 

CT 022402, 
BG 4 

1,510 
100% 

28 
1.9% 0 0 0 0 0 5 

0.3% 
1,477 
97.8% 

1,482 
98.1% 

CT 022403, 
BG 1 

2,920 
100% 

37 
1.3% 

6 
0.2% 

1 
0.0% 

1 
0.0% 0 0 1 

0.0% 
2,874 
98.4% 

2,883 
98.7% 

CT 022404, 
BG 2 

2,304 
100% 

119 
5.2% 

1 
<0.1% 0 0 0 0 0 2,184 

94.8% 
2,185 
94.8% 

Blocks 
CT 022201, 
Block 1000 

33 
100% 

1 
3% 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 

97% 
32 

97% 
CT 022401, 
Block 2006 

477 
100% 

12 
2.5% 

1 
0.2% 0 15 

3.1% 0 0 0 449 
94.1% 

465 
97.5% 

CT 022401, 
Block 2007 

37 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 37 

100% 
37 

100% 
CT 022401, 
Block 2008 

144 
100% 

2 
1.4% 0 0 0 0 0 0 142 

98.6% 
142 

98.6% 

26 
 



Mile 6 West Road Environmental Assessment 
Hidalgo County, Texas  CSJs: 0921-02-168 and 0921-02-286 

Census 
Boundary 

Total 
Pop. White 

Black or 
African 

American 

Indian 
and 

Alaska 
Native 

Asian Pacific 
Islander 

Other 
Race 

Two 
or 

more 
Races 

Hispanic 
or Latino 

of Any 
Race 

Total 
Minority 

Population 

CT 022401, 
Block 2009 

50 
100% 0 2 

4% 0 0 0 0 0 48 
96.0% 

50 
100% 

CT 022401, 
Block 2010 

42 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 42 

100% 
42 

100% 
CT 022401, 
Block 2011 

57 
100% 0 1 

1.8% 0 0 0 0 0 56 
98.2% 

57 
100% 

CT 022401, 
Block 2012 

44 
100% 

2 
4.5% 0 0 1 

2.3% 0 0 0 41 
93.2 

42 
94.5% 

CT 022402, 
Block 1063 

10 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 

100% 
10 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1080 

79 
100% 

7 
8.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0 72 

91.1% 
72 

91.1% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1083 

70 
100% 

1 
1.4% 0 0 0 0 0 0 69 

98.6% 
69 

98.6% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1085 

93 
100% 

4 
4.3% 0 0 0 0 0 0 89 

95.7% 
89 

95.7% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1086 

123 
100% 

1 
0.8% 0 0 0 0 0 0 122 

99.2% 
122 

99.2% 

CT 022402, 
Block 1088 

39 
100% 

5 
12.8% 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 

87.2% 
34 

87.2% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1089 

11 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 

100% 
11 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1090 

54 
100% 

4 
7.4% 0 0 1 

1.9% 0 0 0 49 
90.7% 

50 
92.6% 

CT 022402, 
Block 1091 

24 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 

100% 
24 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1092 

34 
100% 

1 
2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 

97.1% 
33 

97.1% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1029 

2 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

100% 
2 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1030 

280 
100% 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0.4% 

0 
0 

279 
99.6% 

280 
100% 

CT 022402, 
Block 1032 

105 
100% 

2 
1.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0 103 

98.1% 
103 

98.1% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1033 

33 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 

100% 
33 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1034 

23 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 

100% 
23 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1035 

30 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 

100% 
30 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1036 

33 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 

100% 
33 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1037 

18 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 

100% 
18 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1039 

39 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 39 

100% 
39 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1060 

3 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 

100% 
3 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1073 

25 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 

100% 
25 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1074 

55 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 55 

100% 
55 

100% 
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Census 
Boundary 

Total 
Pop. White 

Black or 
African 

American 

Indian 
and 

Alaska 
Native 

Asian Pacific 
Islander 

Other 
Race 

Two 
or 

more 
Races 

Hispanic 
or Latino 

of Any 
Race 

Total 
Minority 

Population 

CT 022402, 
Block 2001 

61 
100% 

1 
1.6% 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 

98.4% 
60 

98.4% 
CT 022402, 
Block 2005 

138 
100% 

5 
3.6% 0 0 7 

5.1% 0 0 0 126 
91.3% 

133 
96.4% 

CT 022402, 
Block 1002 

89 
100% 

2 
2.2% 0 0 1 

1.1% 0 0 0 86 
96.6% 

87 
97.8% 

CT 022402, 
Block 1003 

2 
100% 

1 
50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

50% 
1 

50% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1005 

1 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

100% 
1 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1006 

4 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

100% 
4 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1009 

11 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 

100% 
11 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1011 

11 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 

100% 
11 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1014 

9 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 

100% 
9 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1015 

4 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

100% 
4 

100% 

CT 022402, 
Block 1054 

97 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 97 

100% 
97 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1055 

34 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 

100% 
34 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1057 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 

100% 
16 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1069 

2 
100% 

1 
50% 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

100% 
1 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 1028 

28 
100% 

7 
25% 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 

75% 
21 

75% 
CT 022402, 
Block 2003 

32 
100% 

2 
6.2% 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 

93.8% 
30 

93.8% 
CT 022402, 
Block 2004 

93 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 93 

100% 
93 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 2009 

280 
100% 

12 
4.3% 0 0 0 0 0 0 268 

95.7% 
268 

95.7% 
CT 022402, 
Block 2010 

33 
100% 

1 
3% 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 

97.0% 
32 

97.0% 
CT 022402, 
Block 2011 

14 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 

100% 
14 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 2012 

25 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 

100% 
25 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 2013 

12 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 

100% 
12 

100% 
CT 022402, 
Block 2014 

35 
100% 

1 
2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 

97.1% 
34 

97.1% 
CT 022402, 
Block 2015 

44 
100% 

4 
9.1% 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 

90.9% 
40 

90.9% 
CT 022402, 
Block 2016 

4 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

100% 
4 

100% 
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Census 
Boundary 

Total 
Pop. White 

Black or 
African 

American 

Indian 
and 

Alaska 
Native 

Asian Pacific 
Islander 

Other 
Race 

Two 
or 

more 
Races 

Hispanic 
or Latino 

of Any 
Race 

Total 
Minority 

Population 

CT 022402, 
Block 2017 

57 
100% 

6 
10.5% 

2 
3.5% 0 0 0 0 0 49 

86% 
51 

89.5% 
CT 022402, 
Block 2018 

143 
100% 

5 
3.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0 138 

96.5 
138 

96.5% 
CT 022402, 
Block 2019 

19 
100% 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
5.3% 

0 
0 

18 
94.7% 

19 
100% 

CT 022402, 
Block 2020 

34 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 

100% 
34 

100% 

CT 022402, 
Block 2021 

45 
100% 

1 
2.2% 0 0 0 0 0 0 44 

97.8% 
44 

97.8% 

CT 024402, 
Block 3020 

431 
100% 0 2 

0.5% 0 0 0 0 0 429 
99.5% 

431 
100% 

CT 024402, 
Block 3040 

65 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 65 

100% 
65 

100% 
CT 024402, 
Block 1039 

101 
100% 

4 
4% 0 0 0 0 0 0 97 

96.0% 
97 

96.0%  
CT 024402, 
Block 1040 

54 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 54 

100% 
54 

100% 
CT 024402, 
Block 2008 

502 
100% 

9 
1.8% 0 0 0 0 1 

0.2% 0 492 
98.0% 

493 
98.2% 

CT 024402, 
Block 2009 

48 
100% 

1 
2.1% 0 0 0 0 0 0 47 

97.9% 
47 

97.9% 
CT 024402, 
Block 2010 

119 
100% 

1 
0.8% 0 0 0 0 0 0 118 

99.2% 
118 

99.2% 
CT 024402, 
Block 2011 

89 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 89 

100% 
89 

100% 
CT 024402, 
Block 3002 

370 
100% 

9 
2.4% 0 0 0 0 0 0 361 

97.6% 
361 

97.6% 
CT 024402, 
Block 3003 

93 
100% 

1 
1.1% 0 0 0 0 0 0 92 

98.9% 
92 

98.9% 
CT 024402, 
Block 3004 

7 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 

100% 
7 

100% 
CT 024402, 
Block 3006 

74 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 74 

100% 
74 

100% 
CT 024402, 
Block 3007 

85 
100% 

1 
1.2% 0 0 0 0 0 0 84 

98.8% 
84 

98.8% 
CT 024402, 
Block 3008 

25 
100% 

3 
12% 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 

88.0% 
22 

88.0% 
CT 024402, 
Block 4002 

322 
100% 

1 
0.3% 0 0 0 0 0 1 

0.3% 
320 

99.4% 
321 

99.7% 
CT 024402, 
Block 4003 

18 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 

100% 
18 

100% 
CT 024402, 
Block 4004 

39 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 39 

100% 
39 

100% 
CT 024402, 
Block 4005 

68 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 68 

100% 
68 

100% 

CT 024402, 
Block 4006 

354 
100% 

3 
0.8% 0 0 0 0 0 0 351 

99.2% 
351 

99.2% 
CT 024402, 
Block 4007 

29 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 

100% 
29 

100% 
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Census 
Boundary 

Total 
Pop. White 

Black or 
African 

American 

Indian 
and 

Alaska 
Native 

Asian Pacific 
Islander 

Other 
Race 

Two 
or 

more 
Races 

Hispanic 
or Latino 

of Any 
Race 

Total 
Minority 

Population 

CT 024402, 
Block 1012 

134 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 134 

100% 
134 

100% 
CT 024402, 
Block 1013 

57 
100% 

1 
1.8% 0 0 0 0 0 0 56 

98.2% 
56 

98.2% 
CT 024402, 
Block 1014 

53 
100% 

1 
1.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 

98.1% 
52 

98.1% 

CT 024402, 
Block 1015 

52 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 

100% 
52 

100% 

CT 024402, 
Block 1034 

187 
100% 

1 
0.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0 186 

99.5% 
186 

99.5% 
CT 024402, 
Block 1035 

137 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 137 

100% 
137 

100% 
CT 024402, 
Block 1036 

70 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 70 

100% 
70 

100% 
CT 024402, 
Block 2000 

21 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 

100% 
21 

100% 
CT 024402, 
Block 2005 

23 
100% 

3 
13% 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 

87.0% 
20 

87.0% 
CT 024402, 
Block 2007 

33 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 

100% 
33 

100% 
CT 024403, 
Block 1078 

88 
100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 88 

100% 
88 

100% 
Source: 2010 Census Summary File 1—Texas[machine-readable data files]/prepared by the U.S. Census Bureau, 2011. Table P9. 
http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/doc/sf1.pdf. Adapted from Cubit Planning. 
 
3.1.3  Local Economy and Employment 
 
According to the draft Hidalgo County Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy 2011-2015, the 
county seat is located in the City of Edinburg. The largest cities in the county are McAllen (132,225), 
Edinburg (72,424), Mission (68,990), Pharr (66,231), Weslaco (34,701), and San Juan (34,534). The report 
notes that gross domestic product (GDP) in Hidalgo County grew at an average annual rate of 8.2 
percent from 2001 through 2008. The County’s GDP growth was 1.5 times faster than that of the U.S. 
economy during that same period (Hidalgo County 2011-2015). The following chart shows the 
employment industries across the Mile 6 West Road Block Groups. 
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Chart 3-1: Industries within Project Area Block Groups 
 

Source: Data Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2012 American Community Survey, Table C24030 
 
As shown in the chart above, educational/health care/social services and retail are the top two 
employment industries in the project area Block Groups, with 3,013 persons and 1,055 persons 
employed in those industries, respectively. The construction industry is a distant third with 808 persons 
employed in that trade. 
 
A temporary benefit would be realized from the proposed project due to the employment of 
construction workers and consultants. The proposed project would not adversely impact economic 
activity, employment, or income within the project area. Land acquired for the proposed project would 
not be expected to have a substantial impact on the local tax-base. 
 
3.1.4 Income and Poverty Characteristics 
 
As shown in the table below, the median household income of project area census tracts range from 
$17,190 to $39,215. In comparison, median incomes for the local governments range from $33,218 to 
$36,324. Poverty information is not available at the block or block group levels.  
 
The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) poverty guideline for a family of four in 2014 
is defined as $23,850 (DHHS 2014). One of the project census tracts (i.e. CT 024403) has a median 
household income ($17,190), which is less than the 2014 poverty threshold. CT 022201 has a median 
income of $23,856, which is right at the poverty threshold so for purposes of this analysis, this tract is 
being considered at the poverty level. CT 022402 has a median income above the federal threshold and 
greater than the median household incomes of all the local governments.  
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Table 8: 2010 Median Household Income and Poverty Status 
 

Area Total  
Households 

Median 
Household 

Income 
($) 

Persons Below 
Poverty Level 

Population for Whom 
Poverty Status is 

Determined 
Quantity Percent 

Comparison Areas 

Weslaco 10,924 36,324 35,062 11,160 32% 

Elsa 1,866 19,912 5,853 2,336 40% 

Midway North 1,041 28,850 5,156 2,431 47% 

Olivarez 835 25,974 3,913 1,919 49% 

La Blanca 631 24,861 2,359 1,005 43% 

 Census Tracts 

CT 022201 1,593 35,276 6,776 2,765 41% 

CT 022401 1,273 23,856 4,075 2,194 54% 

CT 022402 1,373 39,215 5,486 1,601 29% 

CT 024402 2,105 32,104 9,809 4,098 42% 

CT 024403 1,772 17,190 5,457 2,362 43% 

CT 024404 894 36,500 3,731 1,414 38% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2012 American Community Survey, Tables B17001, B11001, and B19013.Income data is provided in 2012 inflation adjusted 
dollars. Adapted from Cubit Planning. 
 
3.1.5 Environmental Justice  
 
Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations 
and Low-Income Populations, requires each federal agency to make achieving environmental justice part 
of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-
income populations. FHWA has identified three fundamental principles of environmental justice: 
 

1. To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority populations and low-
income populations; 

2. To ensure the full and fair participation by potentially affected communities in the 
transportation decision-making process; and 

3. To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority 
populations and low-income populations. 

 
A disproportionately high and adverse effect means the impact is appreciably more severe or greater, in 
magnitude, on minority or low-income populations than the adverse effect suffered by non-minority or 
non-low-income populations after considering offset benefits. 
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Disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects are defined by FHWA as 
adverse effects that are: 
 

1.   Predominately borne by a minority and/or a low-income population, or  
2.   Would be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and are 

appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than adverse effects that would be suffered by 
the non-minority population and/or non-low-income population. 

 
As discussed above, low-income persons are defined as those whose median household income is below 
$23,850 for a family of four (DHHS 2014). These guidelines are the basis of a ratio that appears in the 
U.S. Census data showing percentage of persons living below the poverty level at the time of the census. 
A minority is a person who is Black (having origins in black racial groups of Africa), Hispanic (of Mexican, 
Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race), Asian 
(having origins in the Far East, Southeast Asia, India, or the Pacific Islands) or American Indian and 
Alaskan Native. 
 
In the previous Table 7 in Section 3.1.2, the 2010 racial and ethnic composition of the study area blocks 
are primarily made up of 87.2 percent to 100 percent minority populations. This is similar to the 
comparison block groups (ranging from 92.5 percent to 98.4 percent minority). There are two block 
groups that contained two persons where one of the two was a minority so they were assessed at 50 
percent. Since the study area census boundaries contain greater than 50 percent minorities, the U.S. 
recognizes the project area as a minority population under Executive Order 12898. Two of the six 
project area census tracts are considered environmental justice populations based on poverty levels 
summarized in Table 8 above. 
 
For purposes of this analysis, disproportionate adverse impacts on minority populations are likely to 
occur when the percentage populations within a given census group being affected is 50% or greater of 
the total population of study area, or is meaningfully greater (10%) than the population percentage that 
is minority or low-income within the County. As a conservative measure, the City of Weslaco was chosen 
as the comparison population because it has the lowest percent poverty at 32%. Therefore, CTs 48-215-
022401, 48-215-024402, and 48-215-024403 are considered to have low-income populations because 
the percentage of their populations below the poverty level is at least 10% higher than that of the City of 
Weslaco. 
 
The ROW requirements would result in the displacement of a four-unit apartment building, 
displacement of a residence, and the displacement of a tire shop with a detached residential structure. 
Since the minority population percentages are very high, disproportionate effects, if any, would 
generally depend more upon low income status rather than minority status. The block group data was 
reviewed and the median household incomes at these displacement locations were determined to fall 
above the DHHS’s current poverty level. In checking with the Hidalgo County and City of Weslaco’s 
Housing Authority, the four-unit apartment complex is not Section 8 housing. No disproportionately 
adverse effects would occur since there are not any low income populations being displaced.  
 
Although a high percentage of project area populations are classified as minority or low-income, there 
would be no adverse impacts on these communities as a result of the proposed project due to the 
beneficial nature of the project – improved regional mobility, addition of travel lanes and shoulders for a 
safer roadway, providing pedestrian amenities by the construction of sidewalks in the urban section 
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(Mile 9 North to Mile 11 North), reduced congestion, improved drainage and improved intersections 
with turn lanes.  
 
Minimal and temporary impacts to adjacent properties may occur during construction. Dust and noise 
are common construction impacts; however, construction activities would occur during the day when 
most people are at work. Best management practices (BMPs) would be implemented to mitigate 
temporary construction impacts (Section 5.4). Access to adjacent businesses and residential properties 
would be maintained during construction. Upon completion of construction, access would be fully 
restored.  
 
3.1.6  Colonias 
 
The Texas Government Code (Title 7, Chapter 775) defines a colonia as an economically distressed 
geographic area consisting of 11 or more dwellings that are located in close proximity to each other in 
an area that may be described as a community or neighborhood. These communities are located in a 
county located within 50 miles of an international border. These communities may lack basic living 
necessities, such as potable water and sewer systems, electricity, paved roads, and safe and sanitary 
housing (Texas 2013). 
 
As shown in Figure 10, several colonias are located adjacent to the proposed project. General 
information about colonias located within a mile from the proposed project is presented in Table 9. The 
sizes of the nearby colonias range from four to 156 acres. Six of area colonias are situated immediately 
adjacent to the proposed project, including: Ricky Subdivision (4), Big John Subdivision (13), Mel Gray 
(14), El Mesquite 1 (5), Bertha Acres (27) and Sun Country Estates (36). 

 
Table 9: Colonias within a Mile of Proposed Project 

 
Map Identification 

Number* 
Colonia Identification 

Number Name Size 
(acres) 

1 M1080895 Mary Ann 18 
2 M1080296 Green Valley Development Subdivision 8 
3 M1080269 Fleamarket R.O.W. Subdivision 2 
4 M1080615 Ricky Subdivision 25 
5 M1080868 El Mesquite #1 6 
6 M1080244 El Mesquite Subdivision 16 
7 M1080898 Mile 16 7 
8 M1080132 Cana de Azucar Subdivision 19 
9 M1080281 Garza Subdivision #2 12 

10 M1080280 Garza Subdivision #1 6 
11 M1080362 L & P Subdivision 19 
12 M1080662 SH 88/14 North/6 West 117 
13 M1080108 Big John Subdivision 15 
14 M1080897 Mel Gray 156 
15 M1080906 Olivarez Tr-304 52 
16 M1080203 Country Village Subdivision #1 11 
17 M1080204 Country Village Subdivision #2 19 
18 M1080150 Chapa Subdivision #3 20 
19 M1080521 Olivarez #15 23 
20 M1080745 Tony Subdivision 28 
21 M1080320 Highland Memorial Park 14 
22 M1080896 McKee #1 12 
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Map Identification 
Number* 

Colonia Identification 
Number Name Size 

(acres) 
23 M1080193 Country Aire Estates #4 20 
24 M1080859 Chapa 11 
25 M1080230 Dimas #3 19 
26 M1080229 Dimas #2 11 
27 M1080106 Bertha Acres 4 
28 M1080842 Country Aire Estates #2 26 
29 M1080192 Country Aire Estates #1 20 
30 M1080464 Mile 10 North at Mile 5 West 24 
31 M1080502 Northern Acres Subdivision 8 
32 M1080170 Colonia del Noreste 97 
33 M1080071 Barbosa-Lopez Subdivision #1 10 
34 M1080839 Barbosa - Lopez #2 11 
35 M1080219 Delta Court 34 
36 M1080709 Sun Country Estates 23 
37 M1080782 Victoria Acres 10 
38 M1080147 Chapa #1 34 
39 M1080319 High Point Subdivision 9 
40 M1080894 Martin 15 
41 M1080270 Flora Subdivision 16 
42 M1080266 Expressway Heights 19 

Source: 2010 Hidalgo County Census Data Provided by the Texas State Data Center. 
*For corresponding numbers of Colonia locations refer to Figure 10. 
 
3.1.7  Limited English Proficiency 
 
Executive Order 13166, Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency, 
requires agencies to examine the services they provide, identify a need for services to those with LEP, 
and develop and implement a system to provide those services so that LEP persons can have meaningful 
access to them. The U.S. Department of Justice defines LEP individuals as those "who do not speak 
English as their primary language and who have a limited ability to read, write, speak, or understand 
English" (67 FR 41459).  
 
For the purpose of this evaluation, a LEP population is defined a census population that contains a high 
percentage of total adult population (five years and older) that speak English “less than very well” and 
“less than well.” As shown in Table 10, LEP populations range from 41% to 64% of the total adult 
populations of project area census boundaries and therefore, LEP populations are present within project 
area. Since the project area is predominantly made up of individuals who can speak English “less than 
well” and “less than very well,” future public involvement have and would continue to consider these 
populations (e.g. by publishing newspaper notices in English and Spanish, sending bi-lingual notices to 
adjacent property owners and making Spanish-language translation available). Therefore, the proposed 
project is compliant with Executive Order 13166. 
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Table 10: Limited English Proficiency 
 

 Total Adult  
Population* 

Spanish 
Speakers  

Speak English “Less 
than Very Well”  

Speak English “Less than 
Well” 

LEP 
Population 

Census Tracts 

CT 022201 6,214 5,481 2,305 
37% 

1,681 
27% 

3,986 
64% 

CT 022401 3,680 3,153 1,207 
33% 

908 
25% 

2,115 
57% 

CT 022402 4,898 4,536 1,201 
25% 

932 
19% 

2,133 
44% 

CT 024402 8,771 7,599 2,997 
34% 

2,332 
27% 

5,329 
61% 

CT 024403 4,927 4,596 1,565 
32% 

1,030 
21% 

2,595 
53% 

CT 024404 3,392 2,886 973 
29% 

703 
21% 

1,676 
49% 

Block Groups 

CT 022201, BG 1 1,421 1,383 453  
32% 

351 
25% 

804 
57% 

CT 022401, BG 2 1,816 1,521 468  
26% 

313 
17% 

781 
43% 

CT 022402, BG 1 3,597 3,393 823  
23% 

662 
18% 

1,485 
41% 

CT 022402, BG 2 1,301 1,143 378  
29% 

270 
21% 

648 
50% 

CT 024402, BG 1 2,107 1,949 797  
38% 

508 
24% 

1,305 
62% 

CT 024402, BG 2 2,329 1,585 765  
33% 

692 
30% 

1,457 
63% 

CT 024402, BG 3 3,301 3,043 1,167  
3526% 

953 
29% 

2,120 
64% 

CT 024402, BG 4 1,034 1,022 268  
% 

179 
17% 

447 
43% 

CT 024403, BG 1 1,910 1,750 704  
37% 

361 
19% 

1,065 
56% 

CT 024404, BG 2 1,898 1,667 577  
30% 

475 
25% 

1,052 
55% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2012 American Community Survey Table B16004. Adapted from Cubit Planning. 
*Five years and older 
 
3.2 Biological Resources 
 
3.2.1 Existing Conditions — Biotic Provinces and General Wildlife 
 
Efforts to classify Texas’ various ecological environments began in 1905 when Vernon Bailey mapped the 
“life zones” of Texas, which was primarily temperature-based (Blair 1950). In 1943 Lee Raymond Dice 
mapped the general distribution of “biotic provinces” (large, continuous geographic areas containing 
one or more different ecological associations that differ from those of adjacent provinces) (Blair 1950). 
According to Dice, biotic provinces contain unique “vegetation types, ecological climax, flora, fauna, 
climate, physiography, and soil” (Blair 1950). W. Frank Blair improved the accuracy of Dice’s biotic 
province boundaries within Texas, modifying Dice’s work based on newer information (Blair 1950). 
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The proposed project is located in the Tamaulipan Province. According to Blair, vertebrate fauna in this 
province is heavily represented by neotropical species (Blair 1950). Within this province, Blair notes the 
occurrence of 61 mammal species, 36 snakes, 19 lizards, two land turtles, three urodele (amphibians 
that lack a tail as adults) and 19 anurans (amphibians that have a tail throughout life). Widely-
distributed western species, which inhabit several biotic provinces in Texas and western North America, 
make up the majority of the mammals known from the Tamaulipan province. Representative species 
include the ocelot (Leopardus pardalis), Fulvous harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys fulvescens), Northern 
pygmy mouse (Baiomys taylori) and Nine-banded armadillo (Dasypus novemcinctus). 
 
The only land turtle solely restricted to the Tamaulipan province is the Texas tortoise (Gopherus 
berlandieri) (Blair 1950). Lizard species found only in this biotic province are: Mesquite lizard (Sceloporus 
grammicus), Reticulate collared lizard (Crotaphytus reticulatus), Blue spiny lizard (Sceloporus 
cyanogenys), Keeled earless lizard (Holbrookia propinqua), Rose-bellied lizard (Sceloporus variabilis), and 
Four-lined skink (Eumeces tetragrammus) (Blair 1950). Six out of 36 snake species are unique to the 
Tamaulipan biotic province. Four of those snake species are specific to the Matamoran district (near 
Brownsville, Texas), and the other two unique snake species are Texas indigo snake (Drymarchon 
melanurus erebennus) and Ground snake (Sonora taylori) (Blair 1950). One of the three urodele species 
is an endemic newt (Triturus meridionalis) (Blair 1950). 
 
Five of the 19 anuran species are only found in the Tamaulipan province of Texas. Three of these are 
restricted to the Matamoran district and another is found only in Zapata County. Some common 
anurans in the Tamaulipan province include Couch’s spadefoot (Scaphiopus couchi), a species of toad, 
Gulf Coast Toad (Bufo valliceps), and Spotted chorus frog (Pseudacris clarki) (Blair 1950). Common 
resident bird species with southwestern affinities include the scaled quail (Callipepla squamata), Inca 
dove (Columbina inca), Greater roadrunner (Geococcyx californianus), Chihuahuan raven (Corvus 
cryptoleucus), golden-fronted woodpecker (Melanerpes aurifrons), verdin (Auriparus flaviceps), curve-
billed thrasher (Toxostoma curvirostre), cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus), pyrrhuloxia 
(Cardinalis sinuatus), and black-throated sparrow (Amphispiza bilineata). During the field visit, observed 
wildlife included house sparrows (Passer domesticus), northern mockingbirds (Mimus polyglottos), and 
American black vultures (Coragyps atratus). No mammals, reptiles, or amphibians were noted during the 
field reconnaissance. 
 
3.2.2 No-Build Alternative—Environmental Consequences 
 
There would be no impacts to existing ecology under a No-Build Alternative. 
 
3.2.3 Proposed Project—Environmental Consequences 
 
The area’s natural landscape has been highly-altered by historic and ongoing human activity including 
agriculture, commercial, residential, transportation and other historic land conversion. Wildlife in the 
project area is not as abundant as it was prior to human settlement. The project may impact any 
remaining wildlife that the altered landscape may support; however, such impacts would be minimal 
based on the largely-disturbed nature of the project area. A discussion of potential impacts to species 
that are monitored and/or protected by state and federal wildlife agencies and regulations, and 
measures to avoid or minimize impacts to those species, is provided in the following section, Section 
3.2.2 (Migratory Birds) and Section 5.3.4 (Biological Commitments and Mitigation). 
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3.2.3.1 Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species 
 
The TPWD’s Annotated list of Rare Species for Hidalgo County (last updated August 7, 2012) was 
reviewed. According to this list, there are five amphibians, 26 birds, four fish, 10 insects, 10 mammals, 
three mollusks, eight reptiles, and 11 vascular plant species with a threatened, endangered, or rare 
status that may occur in Hidalgo County.  
 
In addition, Texas Natural Diversity Database (TxNDD) data was obtained from the TPWD (e-mail comm. 
TxNDD, September 10, 2014). The TxNDD is a comprehensive database on rare, threatened, and 
endangered plants, animals, invertebrates, exemplary natural communities, and other significant 
features. The TxNDD includes Element of Occurrence Records (EOR), which includes spatial data 
regarding the current and/or historic presence of species, natural communities, or other significant 
natural diversity feature. TxNDD was requested for the Mission and Pharr, Tex. USGS 7.5 minute 
topographic maps. The table in Appendix E summarizes this information and includes field observations 
and impact/effect determinations based on this review by a staff biologist during a September 2014 field 
investigation. 
 
The proposed project is not expected to affect federally-listed threatened or endangered species. 
Therefore, coordination with the USFWS under the Endangered Species Act is not required. If federally 
listed threatened or endangered species were found in the project area prior to or during construction, 
appropriate action would be taken to protect them. Coordination with TPWD was conducted in 
accordance with the TPWD MOU since the project area has potential habitat of state-listed species. 
 
3.2.3.2 No-Build Alternative—Environmental Consequences 
 
If a No-Build Alternative was selected, the potential would not exist for impacts to threatened or 
endangered species that may inhabit the project area.  
 
3.2.3.3 Proposed Project—Environmental Consequences 
 
The project area is made up of agricultural and residential land uses. Based on the table in Appendix E, 
no federally-listed species or their habitats were observed within the project area during field 
investigations; therefore, the proposed project would have “no effect” on federally-listed species listed 
for Hidalgo County. There is potential habitat for nine state-listed threatened species (four amphibians, 
one bird, one mammal, and three reptiles) and one mammal listed as a species of concern.  
 
 

1. Black-spotted newt (Notophthalmus meridionalis), State Threatened (ST); 
2. Sheep frog (Hypopachus variolosus), ST; 
3. South Texas siren (Siren intermedia), ST; 
4. White-lipped frog (Leptodactylus fragilis), ST; 
5. Northern Beardless-Tyannulet (Camptostoma imberbe), State Threatened (ST); 
6. Southern Yellow Bat (Lasiurus ega), State Threatened (ST); 
7. Black-Striped Snake (Coniophanes imperialis), State Threatened (ST); 
8. Texas Tortoise (Gopherus berlandieri), State Threatened (ST); 
9. Texas indigo snake (Drymarchon melanurus erebennus) (ST); and 
10. Plains spotted skunk (Spilogale putorius interrupta) (SOC). 
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3.2.4 Migratory Birds 
 
The MBTA of 1918 (16 USC § 703 – 705) is the domestic law that affirms (or implements) a commitment 
among the U.S., Canada, Japan, Mexico, and Russia for the protection of shared migratory bird 
resources. The MBTA makes it illegal for people to "take" migratory birds, their eggs, feathers or nests. 
Within the MBTA, the term “take” is defined to include by any means or in any manner, an attempt at 
hunting, pursuing, wounding, killing, possessing or transporting migratory bird, nest, egg, or part 
thereof. 
 
3.2.4.1 Existing Conditions 
 
The project area was evaluated in September 2014 for structures or trees containing migratory birds or 
indications of nesting migratory birds. No nests were observed on-site during the site visit. 
 
Migratory birds may inhabit areas adjacent to the proposed project, particularly irrigation channels that 
provide fresh water and forage area. Migratory birds may also stop along irrigation channels crossed by 
the proposed project for re-hydration and foraging.  
 
3.2.4.2 No-Build Alternative—Environmental Consequences 
 
There would be no migratory bird impacts associated with the No-Build Alternative. 
 
3.2.4.3 Proposed Project—Environmental Consequences 
 
In accordance with the BMP PA between TxDOT and TPWD (2013), MBTA compliance would be achieved 
by: 
 

• Not disturbing, destroying, or removing active nests, including ground nesting birds, during the 
nesting season; 

• Avoiding the removal of unoccupied, inactive nests, as practicable; 
• Preventing the establishment of active nests during the nesting season on TxDOT-owned and 

operated facilities and structures proposed for replacement or repair; 
• Not collecting, capturing, relocating, or transporting birds, eggs, young, or active nests without a 

permit. 
 

3.2.5 Essential Fish Habitat 
 
Essential fish habitat is governed under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act of 1976, as amended through 1996 (Public Law 94-265). It includes wetlands, coral reefs, sea 
grasses, and rivers. Generally, essential habitat is located where fish spawn, breed, feed, or grow. The 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries works with regional fishery management 
councils to identify essential habitat of federally managed species. Essential fish habitat is identified in 
the Gulf of Mexico and at the mouth of the Rio Grande River.  
 

39 
 



Mile 6 West Road Environmental Assessment 
Hidalgo County, Texas  CSJs: 0921-02-168 and 0921-02-286 

3.2.6 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
 
As described in Section 3.1.3.1, the proposed project would not affect jurisdictional Waters of the U.S., 
including wetlands or other special aquatic sites. Since no USACE permit is required, no coordination 
under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act would be required. 
 
3.2.7 Farmland Protection Policy Act 
 
Existing conditions and environmental consequences regarding farmland within the project area are 
presented within Section 3.3. 
 
3.2.8 Invasive Species 
 
3.2.8.1 No-Build Alternative—Environmental Consequences 
 
Under a No-Build Alternative there would be no potential to introduce invasive species during project-
related activities. 
 
3.2.8.2 Proposed Project—Environmental Consequences 
 
As required by Executive Order 13112, TxDOT would not introduce invasive species during any re-
vegetation activities within the ROW. No landscaping is proposed. 
 
3.2.9 Beneficial Landscape Practices 
 
In accordance with the Executive Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping of August 1995, TxDOT would 
comply with NEPA as it relates vegetation management and landscape practices for federally-assisted 
projects. 
 
3.2.9.1 No-Build Alternative—Environmental Consequences 
 
Under a No-Build Alternative there would be no requirement to comply with the Executive Memorandum 
on Environmentally and Economically Beneficial Landscape Practices. 
 
3.2.9.2 Proposed Project—Environmental Consequences 
 
In accordance with the Executive Memorandum on Environmentally and Economically Beneficial 
Landscape Practices, TxDOT would comply with NEPA as it relates to vegetation management and 
landscape practices for federally-assisted projects. 
 
3.2.10  Vegetation  
 
3.2.10.1 Existing Conditions 
 
The proposed project lies within the Tamaulipan Plains biotic province as delineated in The Biotic 
Provinces of Texas (Blair 1950). This region represents the northern limits of a historic vast, semi-arid 
grassland extending into Central America (Blair 1950). The U.S. portion of the biotic province covers 
south Texas, runs from the Mexico border north to the Balcones fault line and east to the Gulf Coast 
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(Blair 1950). The project area is within the Texas region known as the South Texas Plains, primarily on 
sandy or loamy upland soils according to the Vegetation Types of Texas (TPWD 1984). It is characterized 
as a nearly-level, slowly-drained plain less than 150 feet in elevation, dissected by streams and rivers 
flowing into the Gulf of Mexico. This publication also depicts areas mapped as “crops” within the Lower 
Rio Grande Valley. These areas once supported dense and diverse grassland and shrub communities, as well 
as low woodlands, but have nearly all been replaced by cropland, pasture, and urban land cover. According 
to the TPWD’s map the Vegetation Types of Texas the entire project lies within the vegetation type [44] 
Crops. 
 
Observed Vegetation within Project Area 
 
Commonly associated plants in the “crops” designation include cultivated cover crops or row crops that 
provide food and/or fiber for man or domestic animals. The “crops” designation may also include grassland 
associated with crop rotations. The vegetation within the project limits is consistent with this designation. 
Within the project area, there is also a segment of vegetation that more closely resembles that described as 
the vegetation type [11b] Mesquite Brush, as well as a section of maintained ROW. 
 
The proposed project is located along an existing roadway with adjacent rural residential, commercial 
and agricultural uses. With the exception of agricultural fields, most adjacent properties contain urban 
landscaping (grass lawns, shrubs, and trees). Typical vegetation within the existing ROW includes 
Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), Guineagrass (Urochloa maxima), buffel grass (Pennisetum ciliare), 
and silverleaf nightshade (Solanum elaeaginifolium). Typical vegetation outside of the existing ROW 
includes landscaped commercial properties, residential lawns, agricultural fields and a small area of 
disturbed mesquite shrub land on the east side of the roadway (just south of Mile 16 North).  
 
Fence-line Vegetation 
 
Although intermittent fences are found along the project corridor, only a few mature, woody, fence-line 
species were observed. Most fence lines were maintained with clear zones around them. Fence line 
vegetation along portions of the project consisted of willow baccharis (Baccharis neglecta), huisache 
(Acacia farnesiana), honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa), Mexican olive (Cordia boissieri), retama 
(Parkinsonia aculeata), and little-leaf lead tree (Leucaena pulverulenta). The species along the fence 
lines are consistent with those along the edges of the project ROW. 
 
Unusual Vegetation and Special Habitat Features 
 
The project area was investigated for the presence of special habitat features and unusual vegetation 
features, as defined in the Memorandum of Agreement between TxDOT and TPWD. Special habitat 
features include bottomland hardwoods, caves, cliffs and bluffs, native prairies, ponds, seeps or springs, 
snags or groups of snags, water bodies, and existing bridges with known or easily observed bird or bat 
colonies. No special habitat features were observed within the project area. Unusual vegetation features 
may include unmaintained vegetation, trees or shrubs along a fence line adjacent to a field, riparian 
vegetation, trees that are unusually larger than other trees in the area, and unusual stands or islands of 
vegetation. No unusual vegetation features were identified within the project area 
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Vegetation Outside the Proposed ROW 
 
Vegetation outside of the project area is similar to vegetation observed within the project area. 
Properties in the project vicinity contain a mixture of farmland and brush, as well as some maintained 
grasses that are generally associated with developments. 
 
3.2.10.2 Ecological Mapping System of Texas 
 
Using Geographic Information Systems (GIS), the existing and proposed project ROW was superimposed 
onto Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) vegetation type data and is shown on Figure 11. The 
EMST corresponds to the NatureServe ecological system and vegetation types described in the Threshold 
Table PA (See Section 3.2.10.3). Table 11 below summarizes these mapped classifications and anticipated 
impacts. 

 
Table 11: Vegetation Types and Thresholds using EMST 

 
Vegetation Types 

Threshold 
(acres) 

Vegetation Within Project Area 

EMST Threshold Table PA Mapped EMST 
(acres of impact) 

Observed1 Vegetation  
(acres of impact) 

Threshold Table 
PA Exceeded? 

Marsh South Texas Wetland 0.01 0.06 0 No 

Row Crops Agricultural 10 10.63 15.9 Yes 

Clayey Blackbrush 
Mixed Shrubland 

Most similar to 
Scrub, Thornscrub, 

Shrubland 
2 1.45 0 No 

Disturbance 
Grassland 

Tallgrass Prairie, 
Grassland 3  32.82 

31.2 
(Mowed/maintained 

ROW)2 
Yes 

Sandy Mesquite 
Evergreen Woodland 

Scrub, Thornscrub, 
Shrubland 2 0.01 0 No 

Sandy Mesquite 
Dense Shrubland 

Scrub, Thornscrub, 
Shrubland 2 3.13 4.5 Yes 

Urban High Intensity N/A N/A 43.72 

43.9 

N/A 

Urban Low Intensity N/A N/A 3.55 N/A 

  TOTALS 95.37 
(100%) 

95.5 
(100%) 

 

1Indicates actual conditions observed in the field by a qualified biologist and delineated in GIS. 
2In discussions with TxDOT staff, they indicated this is the most appropriate category and threshold for documenting impacts to 
mowed/maintained ROW. 
 
3.2.10.2.1 No-Build Alternative—Environmental Consequences 
 
If no improvements are made to Mile 6 West Road, existing vegetation along the proposed project 
would not be disturbed by construction activities. 
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3.2.10.2.2 Proposed Project —Environmental Consequences 
 
Vegetation impacts were calculated using recent aerial photography superimposed onto the proposed 
ROW in combination with field observations. As shown above in Table 11, impacts have been calculated 
for different types of vegetation as 31.2 acres (mowed/maintained ROW), shrubland (4.5 acres), row 
crops (15.9 acres) and the existing roadway (43.9 acres).  
 
3.2.10.3 Triggers for Texas Parks and Wildlife 
 
Under §2.205 (a)(2) of the MOU between TxDOT and TPWD, effective September 1, 2013, TxDOT would 
determine the need for coordinating a proposed transportation project with TPWD by comparing the 
results of a Tier I site assessment to the triggers in §2.206 and thresholds found in this Threshold Table 
PA. The Tier I site assessment defines the type and amount of habitat impacted using information from 
the Texas Conservation Action Plan (TCAP), EMST, TxNDD, county lists of Rare and Protected Species of 
Texas maintained by TPWD, county lists of endangered, threatened, and candidate species maintained 
by the USFWS, and the most current aerial photography available. The table below lists coordination 
triggers under §2.205 (a)(2) and responses to each. 

 
Table 12: Tier I Site Assessment TPWD Coordination Triggers 

 

Trigger 
Applies to 

the 
Project? 

Explanation 

The project is within the range of a 
protected species, as identified by 
the TPWD county list, and there is 
suitable habitat for the species 
within the project area unless BMPs 
as defined in the MOU are 
implemented as provided by the PA. 

Yes The project may contain suitable habitat for ten state-listed threatened 
species (four amphibians, a bird, two mammals, and three reptiles). 
BMPs would be used to minimize impacts; however, there are no BMPs 
defined for amphibians. 

The project may adversely impact 
important remnant vegetation based 
on the judgment of a qualified 
biologist or as mapped in the TxNDD. 

No No important remnant vegetation was identified within the project area 
by project biologists or by the TxNDD. 

The project requires a nationwide 
permit with preconstruction 
notification or an individual permit 
issued by the USACE. 

No Fifteen proposed cross drainage structures of varying pipe sizes would 
be constructed at the existing drainage ditches to accommodate the 
new pavement width. For the wider pavement at the three elevated 
canals, either large diameter fiberglass piping or reinforced concrete 
piping would be constructed. These man made features are not 
considered jurisdictional by the USACE (2014). Proposed roadway and 
drainage improvements would be designed in a manner to avoid or 
minimize impacts to these features. 
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Trigger 
Applies to 

the 
Project? 

Explanation 

The proposed project includes more 
than 200 linear feet of stream 
channel for each single and complete 
crossing of one or more of the 
following that is not already 
channelized or otherwise 
maintained: a) channel realignment; 
or b) stream bed or stream bank 
excavation, scraping, clearing, or c) 
other permanent disturbance. 

No Fifteen proposed cross drainage structures of varying pipe sizes would 
be constructed at the existing drainage ditches to accommodate the 
new pavement width. For the wider pavement at the three elevated 
canals, either large diameter fiberglass piping or reinforced concrete 
piping would be constructed. These man made features are not 
considered jurisdictional by the USACE. Proposed roadway and drainage 
improvements would be designed in a manner to avoid or minimize 
impacts to these features. 

The project contains known isolated 
wetlands outside existing ROW that 
would be directly impacted by the 
project. 

No No isolated wetlands occur outside of the ROW that would be impacted 
by the project. 

The project may impact at least 0.10-
acre of riparian vegetation based on 
the judgment of a qualified biologist 
or as mapped in the EMST. 

No No riparian vegetation occurs within the project area; therefore, none 
would be impacted. 

Disturbs habitat is equal to or greater 
than EMST vegetation type 
thresholds outlined in the Threshold 
Table PA. 

Yes The “Disturbed Grassland” threshold of three acres was exceeded 
under the Threshold Table PA. Field observations made by a qualified 
biologist indicate that Threshold Table PA vegetation defined as 
“Disturbed Grassland” actually exists as mowed and maintained ROW 
and approximately 31.2 acres would be impacted. In addition, row 
crops/agriculture with a 10-acre threshold is exceeded by the 
acquisition and conversion of 15.9 acres of farmland. Shrubland with a 
threshold of two acres is exceeded with an impact of 4.5 acres. 

 
As shown in Table 12, results of the Tier I Site Assessment indicate the proposed project requires 
coordination with TPWD. However, the project was coordinated with TPWD in 2011 (Appendix D). A 
prior MOU was in effect when TxDOT began consultation with TPWD. The current MOU mandates that 
coordination be completed under the procedures of the prior MOU because TxDOT initiated 
coordination with TPWD before the current MOU’s effective date (43 TAC § 2.201(e)). The prior MOU 
explained in Section 2.22(d)(2) that coordination was to be conducted under certain circumstances, 
including but not limited to projects that are within the range and suitable habitat of any state or 
federally listed threatened or endangered species. Since the overall scope of the project has not 
changed and the project would implement the TPWD’s recommended BMPs, re-coordination with 
TPWD would not be initiated. 
 
3.2.10.4 Texas Natural Diversity Database Information 
 
The TxNDD was consulted for information regarding occurrences of listed and rare species in September 
2014 using data obtained from TPWD’s live version of the TxNDD. The TxNDD provides known historical 
records for rare, threatened, and endangered species. Information files were reviewed for the known 
locations of species in the Donna, La Blanca, Edcouch and Mercedes Texas USGS 7.5 minute 
topographical quadrangle maps for the project area and surrounding vicinity. Two elements of 
occurrence were identified by the TxNDD within an approximate 1.5-mile radius of the proposed project 
area (TPWD 2014). 
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3.3 Farmland 
 
3.3.1 Existing Conditions 
 
Prime and unique farmland soils and those of statewide or local importance are subject to protection 
under the FPPA. There are no designated unique farmland soils in the State of Texas. Prime farmland 
soils produce high yields with minimal inputs of energy and economic resources because of the quality, 
growing season, and moisture supply. Farming these soils would result in the least damage to the 
environment. The purpose of the FPPA is to minimize the extent that federal programs contribute to 
unnecessary and irreversible conversion of prime farmland (7 USC 4201). 
 
Agricultural lands (primarily row crops) are located adjacent to the proposed project. These crops are 
typically rotated and may include corn, sorghum, grains, other vegetables as well as the observed cotton 
and sugar cane. 
 
3.3.2 No-Build Alternative—Environmental Consequences 
 
If no improvements are made to Mile 6 West Road, the existing conditions for soils and farmland would 
remain unchanged. 
 
3.3.3 Proposed Project—Environmental Consequences 
 
In compliance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), coordination with the NRCS was 
conducted in September 2014 and the results are attached in Appendix D. The proposed project 
received a farmland conversion impact rating total score of 113. The NRCS correspondence indicated 
that the project area contains important farmland; however, sites receiving a total score that is less than 
160 need not be given further consideration for protection and no additional sites need to be evaluated. 
The proposed project would affect approximately 15.9 acres of farmland, which does not contain 
characteristics consistent with the FPPA.  
 
3.4 Hazardous Materials 
 
3.4.1 Existing Conditions 
 
A hazardous materials Initial Site Assessment (ISA) was conducted and included a visual survey of the 
project limits and surrounding area, research of existing and previous land use, and limited review of 
federal and state regulatory databases/lists. The ISA consisted of the following actions: 
 

• Identification of previous hazardous materials conditions; 
• Review of preliminary design; 
• Project visit; 
• Limited visual survey of project and surrounding areas; 
• Review of past and present aerial photography; 
• Review of regulatory databases; and 
• Determine the need for further investigation. 
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The acquisition of the ROW would require the displacement of structures on three parcels including a 
tire shop business (two structures – house and tire shop) on Parcel #13; a multi-family (with four 
apartments) structure on Parcel #15; and one residence on Parcel #236. Since these structures will be 
demolished, Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) surveys will be required.  
 
As part of the assessment an American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) compliant hazardous 
materials regulatory database search report for the proposed project and vicinity was completed and 
provided under separate cover as an attachment to the ISA Worksheet, which has been sent to the 
TxDOT Pharr District for their records. The regulatory database search report and the ISA provide the 
basis for this section. The review of regulatory databases included the federal National Priority List 
(NPL), Texas State Superfund, Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability 
Information System (CERCLIS), archival data, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) corrective 
action (RCRA-COR), treatment/storage/disposal (RCRA- treat, store and dispose [TSD]), and generator 
(RCRA-GEN) sites, Emergency Response Notification Sites, solid waste landfills, registered PSTs and 
leaking petroleum storage tank (LPST) facilities. Table 13 summarizes hazardous materials databases 
that were searched and the results of the search. 

 
Table 13: Hazardous Materials Database Search 

 
Database Description Result 

NPL This is a listing of properties/facilities 
identified by the EPA with high 
priorities for hazardous material 
remedial action. The standard radius 
search for NPL sites is one mile.  

No NPL sites were identified within one mile. 

Comprehensive 
Environmental 
Response, 
Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) 
Information System 

This database is compiled by the EPA 
and includes properties/facilities that 
may be contaminated by hazardous 
materials and would require remedial 
action. Many of the properties that 
appear on the CERCLIS List have not 
been thoroughly investigated. The 
standard search radius for CERCLA sites 
is a half-mile.  

No CERCLA sites were reported within a mile of the 
proposed ROW. 

No Further Remedial 
Action Planned 

This database includes former CERCLIS 
sites that underwent remedial activity 
for hazardous materials.  

One No Further Remedial Action Planned findings were 
reported within a half-mile of the project ROW: 
 
AG Tec (Facility ID #0603421) is located at the NE corner 
of Mile 6.5 West Road and 11 Mile West Road. The 
facility located approximately 0.46 miles west of the 
planned road improvements. The discovered in 1986 and 
the preliminary assessment with archive status was 
completed in 1987.  

TCEQ Superfund 
database 

This database includes abandoned 
hazardous waste sites/facilities that 
have been prioritized for the Texas 
Superfund Cleanup List and the Federal 
Superfund NPL. The standard search 
radius for state Superfund sites is one 
mile.  

No Texas State Superfund sites were reported within the 
search area. 
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Database Description Result 

LPST This list is maintained by the TCEQ. The 
standard search radius for LPST sites is 
a half-mile. 

No LPST facilities were identified within the search area. 

RCRA Information 
System 

This system tracks the status of all 
registrations, permits, reports, 
inspections, enforcement activities, and 
financial data of all facilities that 
generate and/or TSD hazardous wastes 
regulated under the RCRA. The 
standard search radius for TSD facilities 
is a mile. The database also includes 
TSD facilities subject to Corrective 
Action (CORRACTS). The standard 
search radius for TSD facilities with 
CORRACTS is also one mile while Non-
CORRACTS TSD facilities are half a mile.  

One RCRA – TSD facility was reported within the 
standard search radius of the project ROW. 
 
Action Environmental Hazmat Services (Facility ID 
#TXR000080208) is located at 2047 Mile 13 ½ North. The 
facility located 0.2 miles southwest of the proposed road 
improvements. This facility reported not to be a 
generator and does not exist on the operating/post-
closure permit baseline. 

Emergency Response 
Notification System 
(ERNS) 

The ERNS reports sites/facilities that 
have been subject or have been 
impacted by spills or discharges of 
hazardous substances. The standard 
radii search for ERNS sites is a quarter-
mile.  

No ERNS reports were found for the project’s ROW. 

TCEQ Solid Waste 
Facilities Registration 
and Permit Database 

The database lists permits and 
registration for landfills, transfer 
stations, sludge application sites, illegal 
dumpsites, recycling facilities, medical 
generators and transporters. The 
standard search radius for solid waste 
or landfill facilities is a half-mile. 

No solid waste or landfill facility listings were reported 
within the search area.  
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Database Description Result 

Underground Storage 
Tanks (UST) and 
Aboveground Storage 
Tanks (AST) Database 

UST/AST facilities with are required to 
register with the TCEQ. The standard 
search radii for UST’s and AST’s are a 
quarter-mile of the site.  
 

According to the TCEQ’s internet-based PST Registration 
Database, the following four UST facilities are located 
within the project area. 
 
Melin’s Drive Inn (Facility ID #0023967) is located at 2720 
N. Westgate Drive (Mile 6 West Road). The facility 
reports two steel single walled 2,000-gallon underground 
PSTs installed in 1981. These tanks are reported to have 
been removed from the ground by 11/24/2009. This 
facility is not listed as an LPST facility. 
 
Quick Mart (Facility ID #71869) is located at the SE 
corner of SH 107 and Mile 6 West Road. The facility 
currently has one 16,000 gallon tank that is temporarily 
out of use. This facility is not listed as an LPST facility. 
 
Stripes 2218 (Facility ID # 77765) is located at 911 W. 
Edinburg Avenue. This facility operates a 20,000-gallon, 
and a 10,000-gallon gasoline and diesel tanks. This 
facility is not listed as an LPST facility. 
 
Villa Verde Grocery (Facility ID # 0053559) is located at 
SH 107 and Mile 6 West Road. This facility is reported to 
have two 4,000-gallon and one 6,000-gallon composite 
steel with external fiber glass reinforced plastic cladding 
removed from the ground by 4/29/1997. This facility is 
not listed as an LPST facility. 
 
None of the above facilities are reported to have historic 
releases. However; due to the age of the tanks located at 
the Melin’s Drive Inn and the Quick Mart and the 
proximity to the new proposed ROW, the potential exists 
that subsurface soils may be impacted by a historic 
hydrocarbon release if one has occurred. This soil, if 
present, may be encountered during construction. 

 Source: Banks Environmental Database 2014 
 
Based on the results of the site inspection and the environmental database search, no known releases of 
hazardous materials into soils and/or shallow groundwater that may affect the proposed construction 
were identified. 
 
Results of the ISA indicate that hazardous material impacts are not anticipated; however, further 
investigation is required to address the oil/gas well locations and older petroleum storage tank (PST) 
sites located adjacent to the project ROW. None of the PST facilities are listed as LPST sites. None of the 
RPST sites would be acquired as part of the ROW requirements of the project. The Pharr District right-of-
way section would be notified of the PST regulatory status and exact location. Due to the age of the 
tanks located at the Melin’s Drive Inn and the Quick Mart and the proximity to the new proposed ROW, 
the potential exists that subsurface soils may be impacted by a historic hydrocarbon release if one has 
occurred. This soil, if present, may be encountered during construction. If hazardous waste/substances 
are discovered during construction activities, appropriate measures for the management of the 
contamination would be initiated in accordance with all appropriate federal, state and local regulations. 
A review of the TCEQ’s on-line database for LPSTs indicated that no LPST sites are located adjacent to 
the proposed project. 
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Within the 0.25 miles of the project area, 18 oil and gas wells were identified. One of these well sites 
appears to have two above ground storage tanks approximately 30 feet east of the project ROW 
between Westhaven Drive and MacKenzie Dr. There are two wells on site, designated as well 5-T and 5-
C. Both are operated by the Dewbre Petroleum Corporation. 5-T has not been in operation since August, 
1995 and is listed with the Texas Railroad Commission (TRC) as shut in, meaning the well is capable of 
production but is not currently in operation. Well 5-C operated from December, 1994 to November, 
2011 and is now listed as temporarily abandoned.  
 
During the preliminary investigations, two pipelines were found to bisect the proposed project. The 
natural gas transmission and collection line are owned by Texas Eastern and Faraday. Negotiations 
would be conducted with the pipeline owners to properly relocate or deepen the affected pipelines. 
 
3.4.2 No-Build Alternative—Environmental Consequences 
 
If no improvements are made to Mile 6 West Road, sites potentially contaminated with hazardous waste 
would not be disturbed and existing USTs would not be relocated.  
 
3.4.3 Proposed Project—Environmental Consequences 
 
TxDOT will initiate actions to resolve asbestos containing materials, pipeline relocation, and subsurface 
contamination concerns. Should unanticipated contaminated soils or groundwater be encountered 
during project construction, they would be removed in accordance with current hazardous materials 
guidelines. Should project design or ROW requirements change during project development, the 
potential for hazardous material impacts would be re-assessed. General provisions of the Standard 
Specifications for Construction and Maintenance of Highways, Streets and Bridges (TxDOT 2014f) apply 
to the proposed project. These guidelines address the contractor’s responsibilities regarding the 
discovery of hazardous materials. 
 
3.5 Cultural Resources 
 
Cultural resources are structures, buildings, archeological sites, districts (a collection of related 
structures, buildings, and/or archeological sites), cemeteries, and objects. Both federal and state laws 
require consideration of cultural resources during project planning. At the federal level, NEPA and the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, among others, apply to transportation projects such as this 
one. In addition, state laws such as the Antiquities Code of Texas apply to these projects. Compliance 
with these laws often requires consultation with the THC/Texas SHPO and/or federally-recognized tribes 
to determine the project’s effects on cultural resources. Review and coordination of this project 
followed approved procedures for compliance with federal and state laws. For the sake of this 
document, cultural resources are categorized as either archeological resources or historical resources. 
 
Compliance with the implementing regulations of 36 CFR Part 800 was conducted under the terms and 
conditions of the First Amended PA (2005) among TxDOT, FHWA, SHPO, and the ACHP. Compliance with 
the Antiquities Code of Texas was coordinated with the THC under the terms of the MOA between 
TxDOT and the THC (2004).  
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3.5.1 Historic Resources 
 
3.5.1.1 Existing Conditions 
 
The National Historic Preservation Act requires that FHWA/TxDOT show that project planners and 
engineers have “taken into account” the effects the project may have on National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) properties and that a reasonable effort has been made to preserve the resource through 
avoidance or other means to minimize adverse impacts to the property and/or the historic resource. The 
criteria for assessing effect are prescribed in 36 CFR 800.9. The law states: “An adverse effect is found 
when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property 
that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the 
property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.”  
 
3.5.1.2 No-Build Alternative—Environmental Consequences 
 
Under the No-Build Alternative for Mile 6 West Road, no change in the existing historic resources would 
be expected. 
 
3.5.1.3 Proposed Project—Environmental Consequences 
 
It has been determined through consultation with the SHPO that the historic structures area of potential 
effect (APE) for the proposed project extends 150 feet beyond the ROW. A review of the NRHP, the list 
of Recorded Texas Historic Landmarks (RTHL), and Historic Texas Cemeteries indicate that there are no 
historically significant resources within 1,300 feet of the project area.  
 
A survey conducted in 2009 identified a total of 94 resources of which 33 were considered historic-age 
sites within the project’s APE. At the time of the 2009 survey, the cutoff date for historic-age properties 
was 1966. None of the historic age properties investigated in 2009 were determined to be eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), nor were any determined to have been 
previously listed.  
 
Due to the lapse of time prior to the start of the proposed improvements, the APE was re-evaluated in 
August 2014 to determine if additional properties would be considered historic-age with the change of 
the buffer date. The new cutoff date as of 2014 was determined to be 1972. An additional seven 
properties were found to fall within the historic-age parameters. Evaluation of the seven properties 
found that none were considered eligible for listing on the NRHP. Since none of the sites are listed in or 
recommended as eligible for listing in the NRHP, the improvements would have no impact on significant 
historic resources. There is no basis for designation of a historic district or historic rural landscape within 
the project area. Furthermore, there are no Official Texas Historical Markers within the APE.  
 
Pursuant to the MOU and Stipulation V (Undertakings with No Potential to Affect Historic Resources) of 
the First Amended PA Regarding the Implementation of Transportation Undertakings (PA-TU) between 
the FHWA, the SHPO, the ACHP, TxDOT historians determined that the proposed action has no potential 
to affect historic properties and that individual project coordination with SHPO is not required. 
 
After the completion of the standing structure survey in August 2014, TxDOT provided correspondence 
indicating that the additional properties added to the APE were also not eligible for NRHP listing. TxDOT 
recommended on August 26, 2014 that individual coordination with the SHPO was not required 
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(Appendix D). As the proposed action would have no adverse effect on historic properties and does not 
require a taking or use of public recreational facilities, no Section 4(f) analysis of the project would be 
required.  
 
3.5.2 Archaeological Resources 
 
3.5.2.1 Existing Conditions 
 
The APE for archaeological resources is the existing and proposed ROW. Prior to initiating survey 
fieldwork, archival research was conducted at the THC’s online Texas Archeological Sites Atlas, the 
National Park Service’s online National Register Information System, the Texas Archaeological Research 
Laboratory, the General Land Office, and the Texas State Historical Association’s Handbook of Texas 
Online. A formal archaeological survey was completed by Southern Archaeological Consultants in May 
2004. A survey report is on file at the TxDOT Environmental Affairs Division. 
 
3.5.2.2 No-Build Alternative—Environmental Consequences 
 
Under the No-Build Alternative for Mile 6 West Road, no change in the existing archaeological resources 
would be expected. 
 
3.5.2.3 Proposed Project—Environmental Consequences 
 
A formal archaeological survey was conducted and documented within a survey report titled A Cultural 
Resources Survey of the Mile 6 West Road Expansion, Hidalgo County, Texas Antiquities Permit #3395 
(Southern Archaeological Consultants 2004), which is presented under separate cover and on file at the 
TxDOT Environmental Affairs Division. According to the report, no cultural resources were recorded and 
there are no previously recorded archaeological sites, prehistoric or historic, present within the survey 
area. A TxDOT archeologist has evaluated the potential for the proposed undertaking to affect 
archaeological historic properties or SAL in the APE and has determined that no further work is 
warranted. Section 106 review and consultation proceeded in accordance with the PA among TxDOT, 
the THC, FHWA, the ACHP, as well as the MOU between THC and TxDOT. As provided under the PA-TU, 
TxDOT recommended on February 9, 2011 that consultation with the SHPO is not necessary for the 
proposed project (Appendix D). Additionally, as provided under the MOU, the proposed projects do not 
require individual coordination with the THC.  
 
3.6 Noise 
 
3.6.1 Existing Conditions 
 
The analysis of noise levels within the Mile 6 West Road project area was accomplished in accordance with 
TxDOT’s (FHWA approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise (TxDOT 
2011). A total of 13 noise receivers were identified and analyzed (Figure 12). The results of this analysis, 
including any mitigation options that were considered, are presented below. 
 
3.6.2 No-Build Alternative—Environmental Consequences 
 
Under the No-Build Alternative for Mile 6 West Road, no change in the existing traffic noise would be 
expected. 
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3.6.3 Proposed Project—Environmental Consequences 
 
This analysis was accomplished in accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA approved) Guidelines for Analysis 
and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise (2011). 
 
Sound from roadway traffic is generated primarily from a vehicle’s tires, engine and exhaust. It is 
commonly measured in decibels and is expressed as "dB."  
 
Sound occurs over a wide range of frequencies. However, not all frequencies are detectable by the 
human ear; therefore, an adjustment is made to the high and low frequencies to approximate the way 
an average person hears traffic sounds. This adjustment is called A-weighting and is expressed as 
"dB(A)." 
 
Since traffic sound levels are never constant due to the changing number, type, and speed of vehicles, a 
single value is used to represent the average or equivalent sound level and is expressed as "Leq." 
 
The traffic noise analysis typically includes the following elements: 
 

• Identification of land use activity areas that might be impacted by traffic noise.  
• Determination of existing noise levels. 
• Prediction of future noise levels. 
• Identification of possible noise impacts.  
• Consideration and evaluation of measures to reduce noise impacts. 

 
The FHWA has established the following Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for various land use activity 
areas that are used as one of two means to determine when a traffic noise impact would occur. Table 14 
summarizes FHWA’s NAC. 
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Table 14: FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria 
 

Activity 
Category Leq(h) Description of Land Use Activity Areas 

A 57 
(exterior) 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extra-ordinary significance and serve an 
important public need and where the preservation of those qualities is essential if 
the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose 

B 67 
(exterior) Residential 

C 67 
(exterior) 

Active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds, cemeteries, day care 
centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic areas, places of worship, 
playgrounds, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio 
studios, recording studios, recreation areas, Section 4(f) sites, schools, television 
studios, trails, and trail crossings 

D 52 
(interior) 

Auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, places of 
worship, public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio 
studios, recording studios, schools, and television studios 

E 72 
(exterior) 

Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other developed lands, properties or 
activities not included in A-D or F. 

F - 
Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services, industrial, logging, maintenance 
facilities, manufacturing, mining, rail yards, retail facilities, shipyards, utilities (water 
resources, water treatment, electrical), and warehousing 

G - Undeveloped lands that are not permitted 

 
A noise impact occurs when either the absolute or relative criterion is met: 
 

• Absolute criterion: the predicted noise level at a receiver approaches, equals or exceeds the 
NAC. "Approach" is defined as one dB(A) below the NAC. For example: a noise impact would 
occur at a Category B residence if the noise level is predicted to be 66 dB(A) or above. 

 
• Relative criterion: the predicted noise level substantially exceeds the existing noise level at a 

receiver even though the predicted noise level does not approach, equal or exceed the NAC. 
“Substantially exceeds” is defined as more than 10 dB(A). For example: a noise impact would 
occur at a Category B residence if the existing level is 54 dB(A) and the predicted level is 65 
dB(A) (11 dB(A) increase). 

 
When a traffic noise impact occurs, noise abatement measures must be considered. A noise abatement 
measure is any positive action taken to reduce the impact of traffic noise on an activity area. 
 
The FHWA traffic noise modeling (TNM) software was used to calculate existing and predicted traffic 
noise levels. The model primarily considers the number, type, and speed of vehicles; highway alignment 
and grade; cuts, fills and natural berms; surrounding terrain features; and the locations of activity areas 
likely to be affected by associated traffic noise. 
Existing and predicted traffic noise levels were modeled at receiver locations that represent the land use 
activity areas adjacent to the proposed project that might be affected by traffic noise and potentially 
benefit from feasible and reasonable noise abatement and are shown below in Table 15. 
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Table 15: Traffic Noise Levels 

 
As indicated in Table 15, the proposed project would not result in a traffic noise impact. 
 
To avoid noise impacts that may result from future development of properties adjacent to the project, 
local officials responsible for land use control programs should ensure, to the maximum extent possible, 
that no new activities are planned or constructed along or within the predicted (2038) noise impact 
contours shown in the Table 16. 
 

Table 16: Year 2038 Predicted Noise Impact Contours 
 

Land Use Impact Contour 
(dB(A)) 

Distance From ROW 
(Feet) 

NAC Category B &C 66 20 

NAC Category E 71 5 

 
Noise associated with the construction of the project is difficult to predict. Heavy machinery, the major 
source of noise in construction, is constantly moving in unpredictable patterns. However, construction 
normally occurs during daylight hours when occasional loud noises are more tolerable. None of the 
receivers is expected to be exposed to construction noise for a long duration; therefore, any extended 
disruption of normal activities is not expected. Provisions would be included in the plans and 
specifications that require the contractor to make every reasonable effort to minimize construction 
noise through abatement measures such as work-hour controls and proper maintenance of muffler 
systems. 
 

Representative 
Receiver 

NAC 
Category 

NAC 
Level 

Existing 
2018 

Predicted 
2038 

Change 
(+/-) 

Noise 
Impact 

R1 Residence 67 48 48 -- No 

R2 Residence 67 58 62 +4 No 

R3 Residence 67 48 53 +5 No 

R4 Residence 67 55 57 +2 No 

R5 Residence 67 45 48 +3 No 
R6 Residence 67 51 53 +2 No 

R7 Residence 67 41 44 +3 No 

R8 Residence 67 45 49 +4 No 

R9 Residence 67 40 43 +3 No 

R10 Residence 67 54 57 +3 No 

R11 Residence 67 59 64 +5 No 

R12 Residence 67 51 54 +3 No 

R13 Business 72 48 51 +3 No 
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A copy of this traffic noise analysis will be made available to local officials to ensure, to the maximum 
extent possible, future developments are planned, designed and programmed in a manner that would 
avoid traffic noise impacts. On the date of approval of this document (Date of Public Knowledge), FHWA 
and TxDOT are no longer responsible for providing noise abatement for new development adjacent to 
the project. 
 
3.7 Construction Impacts 
 
3.7.1 Traffic Impacts 
 
3.7.1.1 No-Build Alternative — Traffic Impacts 
 
There would be no construction impacts associated with the No-Build Alternative. 
 
3.7.1.2 Proposed Project — Traffic Impacts 
 
Construction of the proposed project would require traffic control. A traffic control plan would be 
developed and implemented to assure uninterrupted traffic flow during construction activities. Signs 
would be strategically placed as a method of controlling traffic during the construction activities. Ingress 
and egress to private, government, commercial or retail establishments would be maintained throughout 
the construction period. 
 
3.7.2 Construction Noise 
 
3.7.2.1 No-Build Alternative — Construction Noise 
 
There would be no construction noise associated with the No-Build Alternative. 
 
3.7.2.2 Proposed Project — Construction Noise 
 
Noise associated with project construction is difficult to predict. Heavy machinery, the major source of 
construction noise, constantly moves in unpredictable patterns. However, construction normally occurs 
during daylight hours when occasional loud noises are more tolerable. Additionally, the receivers would 
not be exposed to construction noise for long durations; therefore, extended disruptions of normal 
activities would not be expected. Provisions would be included in the plans and specifications that require 
the contractor to make every reasonable effort to minimize construction noise through work-hour 
controls, proper muffler system maintenance and other abatement measures. 
 
3.7.3 Air Quality Impacts 
 
3.7.3.1 No-Build Alternative — Air Quality Impacts 
 
There would be no air quality impacts associated with the No-Build Alternative. 
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3.7.3.2 Proposed Project — Air Quality Impacts 
 
During project construction, as noted in Section 1.9.6.5, there may be temporary increases in air pollutant 
emissions from construction activities, equipment, and related vehicles. Construction related emissions are 
PM (fugitive dust) from site preparation and MSATs. The primary MSAT emissions related to construction 
would be PM from diesel powered construction equipment and vehicles. 
 
A qualitative assessment of MSAT emissions is presented in Section 1.9.6.3 of this EA. It acknowledges 
that project alternatives may result in increased exposure to MSAT emissions in certain locations. The 
concentrations and duration of exposures are uncertain; therefore, health effects from these emissions 
cannot be estimated. 
 
Considering the temporary and transient nature of construction related emissions and the mitigation 
actions to be implemented, it is not anticipated that construction emissions from the proposed project 
would have a significant impact on air quality in the area. 
 
3.7.4 Vegetation Impacts 
 
3.7.4.1 No-Build Alternative — Vegetation Impacts  
 
There would be no vegetation impacts associated with the No-Build Alternative. 
 
3.7.4.2 Proposed Project — Vegetation impacts 
 
Existing vegetation would be cleared only as needed and clearing would be phased to maintain soil 
integrity and minimize exposure of erosive surfaces. 
 
3.7.5 Water Quality Impacts 
 
3.7.5.1 No-Build Alternative — Water Quality Impacts 
 
There would be no water quality impacts associated with the No-Build Alternative. 
 
3.7.5.2 Proposed Project — Water Quality Impacts 
 
Without BMPs, construction activities could contribute to erosion of project area soil, and the associated 
sedimentation of downstream waterways. Effective measures to minimize erosion and the associated 
impacts on water quality are presented in Section 5.4. 
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4.0  INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSES 
 
4.1 Indirect Effect Analysis 
 
The preceding sections of this document describe the proposed project and its direct effects on the 
environment. The CEQ defines direct effects as those that are “caused by the action and occur at the 
same time and place” (40 CFR 1508.8). Direct effects are predictable and a direct result of the project. 
 
In addition to direct effects, major transportation projects may also have indirect effects on adjacent 
land use and the environment. The assessment of indirect effects of the proposed project was 
conducted with the use of guidance documents from the National Cooperative Highway Research 
Program (NCHRP), including NCHRP Report 466: Desk Reference for Estimating the Indirect Effects of 
Proposed Transportation Projects (NCHRP 2002), Forecasting Indirect Land Use Effects of Transportation 
Projects (NCHRP 2007), Guidance on Preparing Indirect and Cumulative Impact Analyses (TxDOT 2010), 
and Environmental Handbook: Indirect and Cumulative Impacts (TxDOT 2014b). 
 
As defined by CEQ, indirect effects are “caused by an action and occur later in time or farther removed 
in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth-inducing effects and 
other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, 
and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems” (40 CFR 1508.8). 
NCHRP Report 466 describes three categories of indirect effects as follows: 
 

• Encroachment-alteration effects—the alteration of the behavior and functioning of the affected 
environment caused by project encroachment on the environment. 

• Induced growth effects—project-influenced development effects (this second category is 
referred to as “access alteration effects” in the TxDOT ICI Guidance). 

• Effects related to induced growth—the effects of change in land use on the human and natural 
environment. 

 
Probability is important in providing a distinction between direct and indirect effects because direct 
effects are generally inevitable, while indirect effects are merely probable. The term “reasonably 
foreseeable” means that effects are “sufficiently likely to occur that a person of ordinary prudence 
would take them into account in making a decision.” Such effects are probable, not just possible. 
Furthermore, NCHRP Report 466 states that “effects that can be classified as possible, but not probable 
may be excluded from consideration” (NCHRP 2002). The indirect effects analysis for the proposed 
project follows the seven-step process recommended in the TxDOT ICI Guidance: 
 

1. Initial scoping for the indirect effects analysis and a determination of an indirect effects study 
area.  

2. Identification of study area goals and trends. 
3. Inventory of notable features within the study area. 
4. Identification of impact-causing activities of the proposed action and alternatives. 
5. Identification of potentially substantial effects for analysis. 
6. Analysis of indirect effects and evaluation of the results of the analysis. 
7. Mitigation and Consequences. 
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4.1.1 Step 1: Scoping 
 
The primary objective of the scoping process is to determine the study area or area of influence (AOI) 
and temporal boundaries for the indirect effects analysis. As shown in Figure 13, the AOI for the 
proposed project is defined by surrounding canals and parallel streets and comprises an area of 
approximately 10,825 acres. Specifically, the AOI is bounded by US 83 to the south and an elevated canal 
(about 0.75 miles north of SH 107) to the north. The eastern boundary generally follows Mile 5 West 
Road (FM 88) and the western boundary follows an elevated canal approximately one mile to the west 
of Mile 6 West Road. The AOI was selected based on a determination that potential indirect effects 
would not be expected to extend past a mile from the project corridor.  
 
Temporal boundaries for the indirect analysis would be from project construction through the planning 
horizon year of the HCMPO MTP (2035). Funding for project construction has not been obtained; 
therefore, there is presently no letting date. 
 
4.1.2 Step 2: Identify the Area’s Goals and Trends 
 
The purpose of this step is to describe the general goals and trends of the AOI, including community 
planning goals, demographic and development trends, factors influencing growth, and areas of 
environmental or social sensitivity. Information contributing to this description comes from local 
planning documents. 
 
The project area is located adjacent to several municipalities including: Weslaco, Midway North, 
Olivarez, La Blanca, and Elsa. As shown in Table 17, Weslaco is the largest and Elsa is the second largest 
city within the AOI. The others are considered census-designated places. 
 

Table 17: Local Governments 
 

Municipality Designation Part of 2000 
Population 

2010 
Population* 

Weslaco City Weslaco 26,935 35,670 
(32% increase) 

Midway North Census-designated 
place 

McAllen–Edinburg–Mission Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 3,946 4,752 

(32% increase) 

Olivarez Census-designated 
place 

McAllen–Edinburg–Mission Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 2,445 3,827 

(20% increase) 

La Blanca Census-designated 
place 

McAllen–Edinburg–Mission Metropolitan 
Statistical Area 2,351 2,488 

(57% increase) 

Elsa City McAllen–Edinburg–Mission and 
Reynosa–McAllen metropolitan areas 5,549 5,660 

(6% increase) 
Source: 2000 and 2010 Census Summary File 1. 
 
4.1.2.1 Goals 
 
The first goal listed within Weslaco’s Comprehensive Plan Update (2008) is to coordinate with 
surrounding governmental entities to ensure the future land use plan is realized. A considerable portion 
of the proposed project would likely be annexed by the City of Weslaco as part of its two-mile extra-
territorial jurisdiction (ETJ). A general provision for the City of Weslaco as described in the Plan is as 
follows: 
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“The quality of an urban area is dependent on and is reflected in the design of the 
individual neighborhoods that compose it. In order to assure such coordination for the 
benefit and the protection of the health, safe and general welfare of the citizens of 
Weslaco, each residential subdivision constructed within the City's jurisdiction must be 
designed in accordance with the following policies: The residential environment should 
be safe, efficient, and visually appealing. Landscaping is strongly encouraged. 
Commercial, institutional, public, and quasi-public land uses within neighborhoods will 
be restricted to those services that directly benefit the residents of the associated 
neighborhood. The City of Weslaco supports the use of cluster or planned unit 
development and other forms of energy efficient design (Weslaco 2008).”  

 
According to the Comprehensive Plan Update, a 17 percent growth in the City and its ETJ between 2000 
and 2005, and projected increases in population prompted Weslaco to develop an Annexation Plan 
(2013). Since the City of Weslaco has not annexed land in nearly 10 years, it may annex up to 30 percent 
of its current land area the first year it begins to annex. Upon annexation, the City of Weslaco is required 
to provide essential services to newly annexed areas, including water and wastewater treatment, police 
and fire protection, emergency medical services, solid waste collection and other facilities.  
 
4.1.2.2 Trends 
 
The Comprehensive Plan also lists the following opportunities that are indicative of land use trends 
within the AOI: 
 

• Continuation of residential development activity outside the existing city limits 
• Continuation of growth towards the north of the City of Weslaco 

 
Weslaco’s Opportunities and Trends Map shows growth of the City towards the north as well as 
potential commercial node at the intersection of Mile 12 West and Mile 5 West Roads (one mile east of 
Mile 6 West Road). The Comprehensive Plan indicates that although state law requires the adoption of a 
three-year annexation plan (2008) for certain unilateral annexations, a city may adopt a general 
annexation plan that includes unilateral as well as voluntary or other annexations that need not be 
included in the statutory plan. Unilateral (involuntary) annexation occurs regardless of whether property 
owners and/or residents in the affected area give their consent. Voluntary annexation occurs when 
property owners petition the City to be included in the City’s boundaries. Annexation of potential tracts 
or properties within the AOI, and as far north as Mile 12 West Road, is expected to occur over the next 
ten years or more (Weslaco 2008). 
 
4.1.3 Step 3: Inventory the Study Area’s Notable Features 
 
NCHRP Report 466 defines the term “notable features” as specific, valued, vulnerable, or unique 
elements of the environment, which may include: ecologically sensitive species and habitats, valued 
environmental components, valued and unusual landscape components with long recovery times after, 
and vulnerable elements of the population (NCHRP 2002). 
 
Aerial photographs, project schematic, planning interviews, direct effects, and field visits were used to 
inventory notable features within the AOI, which consists primarily of mixed residential/commercial 
properties and agricultural land between the cities of Weslaco and Elsa.  
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Several of the notable features are shown on Figure 13 that are within the AOI and could be indirectly 
affected are: 
 

1. Two schools - Cleckler-Heald Elementary School and B. Garza Middle School are in the AOI. 
Cleckler-Heald Elementary school is located southeast of the southern project terminus. B. 
Garza Middle School is located adjacent to Cleckler-Heald Elementary along Mile 9 North/West 
Sugar Cane Drive.  

2.  Elevated canals and drainage ditches owned by the Hidalgo County Drainage District No. 1 
(HCDD #1) and the Hidalgo and Cameron County Irrigation District No. 9. Currently, the irrigation 
systems are not eligible for listing in the NRHP. None of these irrigation features appear to be 
rare or at risk.  

3. Utilities – A large electrical substation occurs along the west side of Mile 6 West Road. 
4. Minority, LEP and low-income populations are present within the AOI. 
5. Threatened and Endangered Species – The following nine state-listed species have the potential 

to occur in the area: Black-spotted newt, Sheep frog, South Texas siren,  White-lipped frog, 
Northern Beardless-Tyannulet, Southern yellow bat, Black-striped snake, the Texas Tortoise, the 
Texas Indigo snake. A Species of Concern, the Plains spotted skunk, has the potential to occur in 
the area. 

6. Farmland/crops 
 

4.1.4 Step 4: Identify Impact-Causing Activities of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 
 
Various aspects of the project design, construction and operation may have indirect impacts on the 
environment. This step is intended to conceptualize, not quantify, potential indirect impacts that 
would occur because of the proposed project. The NCHRP provides a comprehensive checklist of 
project impact-causing activities (NCHRP 2002). The impact-causing activities associated with the project 
construction activities that could contribute to indirect effects are described below in Table 18. 

 
Table 18: Impact-Causing Activities 

 

General Effect Category Project Activity General Description 

Modification of Regime  

Habitat modification The project footprint includes the area where the proposed 
project would be constructed. The project would involve 
approximately 51 acres of additional pavement or impervious 
cover to the existing paved roadway, which includes proposed 
sidewalks in the urban two mile sections. The proposed project 
would require approximately 32.84 acres of new ROW from 237 
parcels. Approximately 31 acres of mowed/maintained grass 
(existing and proposed ROW), 4.5 acres of woody vegetation, and 
15.9 acres of farmland would be converted to transportation use.  

Groundcover alteration 

Drainage alterations 

Drainage improvements would include the construction of several 
cross drainage culverts and new roadside ditches. From Mile 9 
North to Mile 11 North, roadway storm water runoff would drain 
into a proposed storm sewer system, which drains to existing 
outfalls. From Mile 11 North to SH 107, storm water would drain 
into roadside ditches to existing outfalls. 
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General Effect Category Project Activity General Description 

Land Transformation 
and Construction 

Road and sidewalk pavement 

The existing pavement would be removed to allow for roadway 
widening from two to four lanes plus shoulders. Land alteration 
associated with the proposed project would include an increase in 
the amount of pavement (~51 acres) as a result of roadway 
widening. The first two miles of the proposed project would 
consist of an urban section, which would provide for six foot 
sidewalks and curbs and gutters in addition to widening the 
roadway from two to four lanes plus shoulders. The remaining 5.5 
miles would consist of widening the roadway from two to four 
lanes plus shoulders.  

Roadway excavation 
Approximate amount of roadway excavation is anticipated to be 
35,100 cubic yards. Depths of excavations would range from zero 
to 9 feet. 

Project Drainage  

Presently, storm water drains from the existing roadway to 
roadside ditches. The proposed storm water would flow to the 
same locations except in the section from Mile 9 North to Mile 11 
where a new storm sewer network would be constructed. Fifteen 
proposed cross drainage structures of varying pipe sizes would be 
constructed at the existing irrigation ditches to accommodate the 
new pavement width. For the wider pavement at the three 
elevated canals, either large diameter fiberglass piping or 
reinforced concrete piping would be constructed.  

Traffic Signals 
Signal modifications would occur at Mile 9 North, Mile 10 North 
and SH 107. Anticipated drill shaft excavation for the traffic 
signals and pedestal poles are approximately 53 cubic yards. 

Intersecting Roads 
Roads intersecting the proposed project would be reconstructed 
to match the vertical grade for approximately 50 feet from the 
edges of Mile 6 West Road. 

Resource Extraction and 
Excavation 

Subsurface Utilities 
Surface and subsurface excavation would be required throughout 
the project limits for the construction of the proposed 
improvements and related utility adjustments. 

Excavation for pipes 

The proposed project would include pipes at fifteen cross-
drainage pipes and three pipes at the elevated canal crossings. 
The depths of excavation would depend on the topography and 
grade at the proposed areas and sizes of the proposed pipes. 

Excavation for adjacent 
drainage ditches 

New roadside ditches would be excavated. The depths of 
excavation would depend on the topography and grade of the 
areas for the proposed ditches. 

Processing Construction storage/staging 

Since the ROW is narrow and accommodating the storage of 
construction materials would be difficult during construction, 
Hidalgo County and TxDOT would attempt to place construction 
storage/staging areas on previously-disturbed land, thereby 
minimizing any related impacts. 

Land Alteration 

Erosion Control 

Erosion and sediment control BMPs would be implemented and 
maintained until construction is complete. Upon completion of 
the project, post-construction total suspended solids control 
BMPs would be implemented. 

Landscaping Landscaping in accordance with EO 13112 on Invasive Species and 
Executive Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping. 

Resource Renewal 
Activities Re-vegetation Re-vegetation of the project’s ROW would help reduce soil runoff.  
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General Effect Category Project Activity General Description 

Chemical Treatment Fertilization, if used Fertilizers are generally used during the re-vegetative phase of 
the project, after which the use of fertilizers is discontinued. 

Changes in Traffic Expanded transportation 
facility 

It is anticipated that one lane of traffic would be maintained in 
each direction during construction. Improvements to existing 
driveways would be completed. Location and dimension of each 
driveway is not available at this time. Typical commercial 
driveways are approximately 40 feet wide. Future driveways 
would be provided by adjoining property owners. 

Access Alteration Construction of proposed 
lanes 

Access to adjacent properties would be maintained during 
construction. Access to properties would remain the same after 
construction is completed. New access would be provided based 
on approved driveway permits. 

Interviews with Project Engineers and Engineering Summary Report (TEDSI 2014) 
 
4.1.5 Step 5: Identify Potentially Substantial Indirect Effects for Analysis 
 
This step determines which effects are potentially substantial and merit subsequent detailed analysis. 
This is achieved by comparing the list of impact-causing activities identified in Step 4 with the goals 
identified in Step 2 and the notable features identified in Step 3. The impact-causing activities listed in 
the table above are relevant to all three types of indirect effects (encroachment-alteration effects, 
induced growth effects, and effects related to induced growth).  
 
4.1.5.1 Encroachment-Alteration Effects 
 
Air Quality Effects 
 
The AOI is in Hidalgo County, which is in attainment or unclassifiable for all NAAQS. Based on the results 
of Steps 1 through 4 that evaluated the possible project-related action that can indirectly impact air, it 
was determined that the proposed project would not be anticipated to cause indirect air quality impacts 
in the AOI. No change in attainment status is anticipated within the AOI as the result of emissions 
associated with the proposed project. Indirect air quality impacts from MSATs are unquantifiable due to 
existing limitations to determine pollutant emissions, dispersion, and impacts to human health. 
Emissions would likely be lower than present levels in future years as a result of the EPA’s national 
control regulations (i.e., new light-duty and heavy duty on road fuel and vehicle rules, the use of low 
sulfur diesel fuel). Even with an increase in VMT and possible temporary emission increases related to 
construction activities, the EPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, would over 
time cause substantial reductions of on road emissions, MSATs, and the ozone precursors VOC and NOx. 
As the proposed project is not anticipated to result in indirect air quality impacts, further discussion 
below is not necessary. 
 
Ecological Effects 
 
The project would involve project activities including the construction of roadway pavement, sidewalks, 
drainage features, and the adjustment of various utilities. The construction would require cut and fill 
activities throughout the project limits. Since project activities would affect approximately 35.7 acres of 
vegetation (shrub vegetation and mowed/maintained grasses) and 15.9 acres of farmland, indirect 
ecological effects were identified for subsequent analysis.  
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A modification of the existing regime would involve an alteration of vegetation (shrub vegetation and 
mowed/maintained grasses including farmland) and hydrology (moving storm drainage from existing 
roadside ditches into a new storm drainage system in the urban section). Vegetation and hydrology in 
the project limits have previously been altered to a large degree. Land alteration in the project area 
would include the permanent conversion of 15.9 acres of farmland/row crops, approximately 31.2 of 
mowed/maintained ROW and 4.5 acres of shrubland to transportation uses. No biological encroachment 
would occur. 
 
Possible ecological effects caused by transportation projects can include habitat fragmentation, habitat 
degradation, disruption of natural processes (e.g. hydrology, species competition), pollution effects on 
species and disruption of ecosystem functioning. However, these are not likely because this project is 
not on new location and there is already an existing roadway along the length of the proposed project. 
Based on this analysis, project biologists have determined that ecological encroachment-alteration 
effects are not considered to be substantial. In order to minimize potential ecological impacts, proposed 
mitigation measures are described in the last step of this analysis. Therefore, ecological encroachment-
alteration effects are not analyzed further in Step 6. 
 
Socioeconomic Effects 
 
Indirect socio-economic effects caused by transportation projects can include alterations to 
neighborhoods, neighborhood cohesion, neighborhood stability, changes in travel patterns, changes in 
the local economy, changes in access, changes to recreational patterns at public facilities, changes in the 
perceived quality of the natural environment, concerns of personal safety and privacy, and aesthetic and 
cultural values. 
 
There could be some negative impacts from the direct displacement of two residences, a tire shop 
and a four unit apartment. The proposed project it is not expected to adversely affect the 
socioeconomic environment’s behavior and functioning in a substantial manner. The overall 
socioeconomic impact of the project could be positive due to improved mobility and access. The project 
would benefit adjacent property owners by improving safety, reducing area congestion, improving 
intersections, adding sidewalks and storm sewer in the urban section, decreasing travel time and 
providing improved north-south mobility between two major roadways (i.e. US 83 and SH 107). No 
changes to neighborhood cohesion, travel patterns, the local economy or access is expected as a result 
of the Mile 6 West Road improvements. No indirect project effects are expected to occur to any 
colonias, minority, or low-income populations near the proposed project. Therefore, socioeconomic 
encroachment-alteration effects are not analyzed further in Step 6. 
 
4.1.5.2 Induced Growth 
 
While it is conceivable that improved access along Mile 6 West Road could contribute to induced growth 
within the AOI, planned growth by the City of Weslaco, the nearest municipality with a long-range plan, 
appears to be the primary driver of land use changes. The Comprehensive Plan Update (Weslaco 2008) 
provides insight into land use trends in and around the AOI. The plan depicts areas that are proposed for 
annexation, which are mapped as far north as Mile 12 West Road. Based on GIS analysis of the proposed 
annexation areas mapped within this quadrant, approximately 2,775 acres of land are proposed for 
annexation within the AOI. 
 

63 
 



Mile 6 West Road Environmental Assessment 
Hidalgo County, Texas  CSJs: 0921-02-168 and 0921-02-286 

Developments that are influenced by the City of Weslaco’s northward expansion (Weslaco 2013) could 
affect as much as 1,213 acres of farmland within the AOI. The probability of such displacement would be 
largely dependent upon the willingness of the landowners to sell and speculative. Conversion of 
farmland could occur within the timeframe of the City of Weslaco’s 10-Year Annexation Plan (2013) or 
beyond. In addition, according to the Comprehensive Plan Update, under state law, there are certain 
limitations to a city’s annexation authority, one of which is that “a city cannot prohibit the continuation 
of a legal land use if the use was in existence on the date annexation proceedings were instituted 
(Weslaco 2008). 
 
Although the proposed project is expected to improve traffic flow and north-south mobility between US 
83 and SH 107, planned growth and annexation of the City of Weslaco is expected to be the primary driver 
of land use changes within the AOI. This is demonstrated by the northward growth trend and planned 
annexation areas identified in the Annexation Plan (Weslaco 2013). Therefore, project-related induced 
growth effects are not considered to be substantial and are not analyzed further. 
 
4.1.5.3 Effects Related to Induced Growth 
 
Since the proposed project is not expected to induce growth within the AOI; therefore, no effects 
related to induced growth are expected. 
 
4.1.6 Step 6: Analyze Indirect Effects and Evaluate Results 
 
No resources were further analyzed for indirect effects. As summarized in the previous sections, project-
related indirect effects are not anticipated. 
 
4.1.7 Step 7: Assess Consequences and Consider/Develop Mitigation, when Appropriate 
 
Although no indirect effects are anticipated, the following measures, as well as those included in Section 
5.4, would be used to minimize direct project-related effects: 
 

•   Disturbed areas would be re-vegetated according to TxDOT’s Specification 164 Seeding for 
Erosion Control (TxDOT 2014f). Erosion and surface runoff would be controlled through the use 
of appropriate BMPs (See Table 22). 

 
•   Direct mortality impacts would be mitigated through the use of available bat, reptile and bird 

BMPs.  
 
•   Erosion and sediment control measures (SW3P) would be implemented and maintained until 

construction is complete. In addition, the project sponsor would coordinate with the responsible 
irrigation districts to identify any mitigation and monitoring requirements the districts may 
have.  
 

4.2 Cumulative Effects 
 
The Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1508.7) defines cumulative impacts as: 
 

“…the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when 
added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency 
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(Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result 
from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.”  

 
The purpose of cumulative impacts analysis is to view the direct and indirect impacts of the 
proposed project within the larger context of past, present, and future activities that are independent 
of the proposed project, but which are likely to affect the same resources in the future. This 
approach allows the decision maker to evaluate the incremental impacts of the proposed Build 
Alternative in light of the overall health and abundance of selected resources.  
 

 
The following eight-step approach as described in TxDOT’s Guidance on Preparing Indirect and 
Cumulative Impact Analyses (September 2010) was utilized to assess the potential cumulative 
impacts of the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions to the resources in the project area. 
Factors that would indicate that a project or action is reasonably foreseeable include funding 
approvals for an anticipated project, pending funding before an agency to begin a project, and 
whether there is evidence of active preparation to make a decision on alternatives to a project. 
 

1. Identify resources to consider in the analysis. 
2. Define the study area for each resource. Cumulative impacts are considered within spatial and 

temporal boundaries. Each resource could possibly have its own resource study area (RSA) to 
best assess impacts on that individual resource.  

3. Describe the current status/viability and historical context for each resource. Examination of the 
current health and historical context of each resource is necessary to establish a baseline for 
determining the effects on the resource(s) from the proposed project and other foreseeable 
actions. 

4. Identify direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project that may contribute to a cumulative 
impact. 

5. Identify past, present and other reasonable foreseeable actions that may affect resources. 
6. Identify and assess cumulative impacts. The analysis of cumulative impacts looks at impacts of 

the proposed project in combination with impacts of other foreseeable actions within each RSA. 
7. Report results. 
8. Assess the need for mitigation. 

 
4.2.1 Step 1: Identify Resources to Consider in Analysis 
 
Cumulative impacts tend to be less defined than indirect impacts, and are therefore, more 
difficult to quantify. If a project does not cause direct or indirect impacts on a resource, it would 
not contribute to cumulative impacts on that resource. This analysis focuses on resources affected by 
the proposed project after the recommended mitigation is applied, as well as resources that are 
currently in poor or declining health, even if impacts resulting from the proposed project would be 
relatively small. Table 19 describes direct and indirect effects for each resource category and provides a 
determination of whether the topic would be included in the analysis. 
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Table 19: Screening of Resources to Include in Cumulative Analysis 
 

Resource/Issue Direct Effects Indirect Effects Include in 
Analysis? 

Additional ROW 
required  

Conversion of approximately 32.84 acres to 
transportation use. None No 

Socioeconomic  
The project requires the displacement of four 
structures located on three separate parcels. 
No adverse effects to community cohesion. 

None No 

Public Facilities and 
Services 

Approximately 0.5 acres of a church parking 
lot. None No 

Farmland 15.9 acres None Yes 

Wild and Scenic Rivers None None No 

Water Quality None 

Increased impervious cover 
resulting from development 
could affect water quality in 
the area; however, BMPs 
would reduce impacts; Impacts 
not substantial. 

No 

Water Resources 
Requirements for NOI letters under the CGP 
(TXR150000) and Phase II small MS4 General 
Permit (TXR040000) 

None No 

Essential Fish Habitat None None No 

Vegetation 
Shrubland —4.5 acres 
Mowed/Maintained ROW—31 acres 
Temporary Impacts to vegetation — 18 acres  

None No 

Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

No direct impacts with appropriate measures in 
place. None  No 

Migratory 
Birds None, with appropriate BMPs. None No 

Hazardous 
Materials 

Any hazardous materials encountered would 
be removed and, therefore, there would be no 
effects related to hazardous materials. 

None No 

Archaeological None None No 

Historical None None No 

Air Quality 

None; Hidalgo County in attainment or 
unclassifiable for all NAAQS. Construction 
activities are temporary and transient, and air 
quality issues may be largely avoided through 
dust suppression techniques and contractor 
compliance with applicable air quality rules and 
regulations 

None; emissions would likely 
be lower than present levels in 
future years as a result of the 
EPA’s national control 
regulations 

 No 

Noise 

No impacts to receivers. Construction noise 
would be temporary and would be mitigated. 
Standard noise analysis utilizes a 20 year 
prediction, which includes a projected analysis 

None No 
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Resource/Issue Direct Effects Indirect Effects Include in 
Analysis? 

of cumulative development 

 
Based on results of the screening analysis, farmland has been carried forward to be analyzed for 
cumulative impacts. Although project-related indirect effects on farmland were not considered to be 
potentially substantial, the proposed project would directly affect 15.9 acres farmland. Therefore, this 
resource was carried forward for cumulative impacts analysis. 
 
4.2.2 Step 2: Define the Study Area for Each Resource 
 
Geographic boundaries used for the cumulative impact analysis are dependent on the resource(s) being 
analyzed. A study area is selected to approximate the area potentially subject to cumulative effects. The 
Resource Study Area (RSA) for farmland consists of 87,920 acres. As shown in Figure 14, the RSA for 
farmland is made up of Hidalgo and Cameron Counties Irrigation District #9. The district was chosen 
based on the relationship between irrigation and farming in Hidalgo and Cameron counties.  
 
Since cumulative effects can be distant from the proposed project in both space and time, temporal 
boundaries for analysis were also carefully determined. Temporal limits for the cumulative effects 
analyses for farmland would be approximately 58 years between 1977 and 2035, the transportation 
planning horizon of the Hidalgo County MPO (2009). The past temporal boundary, 1977, was chosen to 
indicate the estimated year farmland conversion/development began within the RSA. As shown in 
Figure 15, minimal development is shown within the 1977 historical aerial photograph. 
 
4.2.3 Step 3: Resource Health and Historical Context 
 
The examination of the current health and historical context of farmland is necessary to establish a 
baseline for determining the cumulative effects of the proposed project and other reasonably 
foreseeable actions on the sensitive resource being analyzed. 
 
Table 20 shows the trends for farmlands within the U.S. and Texas for 2000 and 2010. Texas has more 
farmland than other states. In 2010, Texas had 130 million acres of farmland and Montana was listed as 
second with a total of 61 million acres. While the number of farms in the U.S. is increasing, the acreage 
of U.S. farmland is decreasing. Between 2000 and 2010, the number of farms in Texas increased by 
20,000 and the amount of farmland decreased by one million acres. 

 
Table 20: Farms - Number and Acreage 

 
 Farms 

(1,000) 
Land in Farms 

(mil acres) 

2000 2010 Percent 
Change 2000 2010 Percent 

Change 

United States 2,167 2,201 1.569% 
Increase 945 920 2.646% 

Decrease 

Texas 228 248 8.772% 
Increase 131 130 0.763% 

Decrease 
Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service, Farm Numbers and Land in Farms, final estimates, 1998—2002. 
http://www.usda.gov/Publications/index.asp 
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Cameron and Hidalgo counties account for one million of the 142 million acres of private farms, ranches 
and forestlands in Texas. Nonetheless, the area provides substantial economic, environmental and 
recreational benefits to the state. The prevailing land use in the Rio Grande Region continues to be 
irrigated farmland at over 353,000 acres in 2007. Conversely, from 1997 to 2007, the accumulated 
localized loss of irrigated farmland in the region has exceeded 55,000 acres. Within the same time 
period, non-native pasture increased by 24,264 acres, while native rangeland decreased by 26,951 acres 
(Texas A&M 2009). 
 
The Lower Rio Grande Valley (LRGV) is a delta known for its subtropical climate and long growing 
season. This gives the area a diverse assembly of soil types that are perfect for farming and agriculture. 
The LRGV began rapid development with the introduction of irrigation in 1898 and the railroad in 1904. 
The four-county area has become a major agricultural center for more than 40 crops such as cotton, 
citrus, onions, sugar cane, vegetables and melons. Maquiladoras, which are industrial plants located 
along the U.S.-Mexico border and meant to encourage economic development, have spurred the growth 
of the area. NAFTA has further spurred growth and increased maquiladoras activity (Texas Border 
Business 2012). 
 
Farm and ranchland is desirable for building because it tends to be flat, well drained and affordable. On 
a national level, the development of agricultural lands is a major problem. Although Texas is still losing 
agricultural land to development, it is presently at a slower rate than many other states and the U.S. as a 
whole. 
 
4.2.4 Step 4: Identify Direct and Indirect Impacts of the Proposed Project 
 
The proposed project would result in the conversion of 15.9 acres of farmland to transportation use. 
Indirect effects on farmland are not expected. Variable amounts of ROW would be acquired from both 
the east and west of the road and was contingent on various social elements and resources. The 
proposed project was designed to avoid impact to utilities, underground storage tanks, residences, and 
structures. 
 
The analysis of cumulative impacts evaluates farmland impacts from the proposed project in 
combination with farmland impacts from other past, present, and future projects within the RSA. 
Identification of the direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project on farmland assists in 
determining the project’s contribution to the cumulative impact on farmland (Table 21). 
 

Table 21: Direct and Indirect Impacts on Farmland 
 

Resource Direct Effects Indirect Effects Resource in poor or 
declining health? 

Farmland 15.9 acres 0 acres No 
 
4.2.5 Step 5: Identify other Past, Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Effects 
 
In addition to the direct and indirect effects of the proposed project, several other actions have affected 
(or are likely to affect) farmland in the surrounding area. A reasonably foreseeable action is "sufficiently 
likely to occur, that a person of ordinary prudence would take it into account in making a decision.” The 
purpose of reviewing these actions is to gauge the amount of combined impact on each resource within 
the given area and timeframe. Several applicable projects would be located within or near the RSA for 
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this analysis. The reasonable foreseeable projects identified herein are limited to projects that are 
identified in the Hidalgo County MPO Transportation Plans (TIP and MTP) and information regarding 
platted projects was obtained from the Weslaco City Engineer, Mr. Mardoqueo Hinojosa. These projects 
are shown on Figure 16. Table 22 below includes projects that were determined to be reasonably 
foreseeable within the RSA. 
 

Table 22: Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 
 

Action/Roadway Limits Sponsor Description Farmland 
Impact 

Proposed Project- 
Mile 6 West Road 

Mile 9 North to SH 
107 Hidalgo County/TxDOT Widen to four lane 

urban and rural 15.9 acres 

Apartments Eucalyptus to Lobelia Private Developer 8-acre development 0 

Nolana Loop 
(Portion of in RSA) 

La Blanca Road to 
Mile 5 Rd Hidalgo county Four lanes on new 

location  ~20 acres 

Mile 5 West Road Mile 12 ½ North to 
SH 107 Hidalgo county Widen to 4 lanes ~3 acres 

Mile 2 West Road US 83 to Mile 12 
North Mercedes Widen to 4 lanes ~8 acres 

BS 83 
CSJ: 0039-04-080 

FM 1015 to 0.7 Mi. E 
Mile 2W MPO/TxDOT Widen to four lane 

divided urban 1 acre 

Airport Drive 
(Weslaco Dr.) US 83 to BS 83 Weslaco Widen to four lane 

divided ~12 acres 

FM 1015 
1228-03-900 

Mile 12 North Road 
to SH 107 Hidalgo County/TxDOT Widen to four lane 

divided ~14 acres 

Border Ave. 
S 18th St (Mile 6 N) 

to BS 83 Weslaco Widen to four lanes 0 

Mile 10 North 
Westgate (Mile 6 
West) to FM 1015 Weslaco Widen to four lanes 

urban ~2 acres 

Bridge Ave. 
10th Street to Pike 

Blvd. Weslaco Widen to four lanes 0  

Mile 4 1/2 W Rd 
US 83 to Mile 9 

North Road Hidalgo County Widen to four lane 
divided 0 

6th Street 
No CSJ assigned 

Westgate Drive to BS 
83 Weslaco Widen to four lanes 0 

BS 83 
CSJ: 0039-04-095 

0.2 Miles W of FM 
491 to 0.20 East of 

Cameron County Line 
MPO/TxDOT Widen to four lane 

divided 0 

TOTAL 76 acres 
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4.2.6 Step 6: Identify and Assess Cumulative Impacts  
 
With the use of historical aerial photography and geographic information systems (GIS), the loss of 
farmland from past development or actions (between 1977 and 2013) was approximately 16,705 acres. 
This accounts for 19 percent of the RSA (87,920 acres). In 1977, developed areas constituted 
approximately 13 percent of the RSA, while in 2013, developed areas accounted for 32 percent of the 
RSA. Reasonable foreseeable actions within the geographic and temporal boundaries are estimated to 
affect an additional approximate 76 acres of farmland within the RSA. 
 
The RSA encompasses the City of Weslaco’s ETJ and future growth areas identified in the Comprehensive 
Plan Update (2008). Since the proposed project is a widening project and not on new location, it is not 
providing access to new areas and is not expected to contribute considerably to induced growth. When 
combined with other reasonably foreseeable actions in the RSA; however, it could contribute to an 
increase in the rate of adjacent farmland conversion within the RSA. Farmland conversion would 
primarily be driven by the City of Weslaco’s trend to grow northward as indicated in its Annexation Plan 
(2013). Although farmland in the RSA has the potential to be converted, the Agricultural Census shows 
an increasing trend in the amount of land area used for farming in Hidalgo County. As such, it is 
conceivable that land use within the RSA could likely continue to be used for agriculture and residential 
development in the near future. 
4.2.7 Step 7: Results 
 
As described above in Step 6 above, the results of this cumulative effects analysis leads to the 
conclusion that cumulative effects on farmland would not result in a significant impact. Approximately 
19 percent of farmland within the RSA would still be 19 percent when the reasonably foreseeable future 
actions (~76 acres) are added to the past actions. The greatest impact on farmland occurred in the past 
when development began ca. 1970’s. Because the RSA is generally rural, the area may not have as much 
development as the urban or suburban areas.  
 
4.2.8 Step 8: Assess the Need for Mitigation 
 
Mitigation of impacts from projects and other regional development within the RSAs rests with agencies 
having the authority to implement such controls. Impacts associated with farmland can be mitigated 
through development controls or conservation efforts in combination with state and federal 
governments, as well as nonprofit organizations. The ultimate authority rests with local governments, 
including the Cities of Weslaco, Midway North, Olivarez, Elsa, La Blanca, and Hidalgo County. Many local 
governments have the authority to implement zoning regulations. Furthermore, the Lower Rio Grande 
Valley Development Council (LRGVDC) discussed applicable strategies in their 2013 – 2018 Regional 
Strategic Plan (2012) that support implementation of smart growth ordinances and other regulations 
that preserve open space and agriculture. The City of Weslaco could adopt these strategies through 
zoning and development requirements during their planned annexation (Weslaco 2013), which includes 
areas adjacent to the proposed project. 
 
In addition, local governments could investigate regulatory protection mechanisms for the agricultural 
industry due to the economic and social values of farmland and associated production. If not already, 
local governments in the LRGV could become aware of the problem of losing farmland to development 
that has occurred in other parts of the country. Major property owners can provide some control 
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measures to minimize harm to agricultural land by not splitting up their property, selling to developers, 
implementing sustainable practices, and other measures of farmland conservation. 
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5.0  RECOMMENDATION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
 
5.1 Selection of Preferred Alternative 
 
Four build alternatives and one No-Build Alternative were addressed in this EA. However, the No-Build 
Alternative did not meet the need and purpose of the project, but was carried throughout the EA for 
comparison. The alternatives differed in the amount of farmlands required and anticipated 
displacements, among other considerations. Based on a preliminary analysis, the preferred alternative 
was carried forward for detailed analysis based on the alternative: requiring the least amount of new 
ROW, having the fewest displacements, and having positive feedback from the public and adjacent 
property owners. 
 
Under the preferred alternative, varying additional ROW widths would be acquired on both sides of the 
existing ROW so as to minimize impacts and relocations. Additionally, the northbound or southbound 
travel lanes would be retained along most of the proposed corridor to avoid reconstruction of the entire 
pavement area and to facilitate the use of the existing ROW and minimize acquisition of additional 
ROW. 
 
5.2 Support Rationale 
 
The No-Build and Build Alternative were compared to identify the most favorable alternative. Economic, 
social and environmental considerations were evaluated during the decision making process. The Build 
Alternative meets the need described in Section 1.2. Project-related effects on area resources can be 
avoided, minimized, or mitigated. The prime consideration was to reconstruct Mile 6 West Road to 
improve regional mobility and safety, while acquiring the minimal amount of ROW. The Build Alternative 
meets the identified need, while the No-Build Alternative fails to do so. 
 
5.3 Mitigation and Monitoring Requirements 
 
TxDOT would comply with the following commitments and other requirements prior to or during 
construction activities. 
 

1.   An NOI under TCEQ’s TPDES CGP (TXR150000) would be required. An SW3P would be prepared 
and implemented, and a construction site notice would be posted at the construction sites. 
Applicable BMPs, procedures under the TPDES, and provisions for waste materials and their 
storage would be followed during project construction in accordance with the Storm Water 
Management Guidelines for Construction Activities (TxDOT 2002). A NOI would be submitted to 
TCEQ, since the proposed project would disturb more than five acres. The BMPs that are 
anticipated to be used during and after construction would include practices contained in    
Table 23. 
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Table 23: Best Management Practices 
 

Type of Control Best Management Practice 

Erosion controls Temporary vegetation, logs, matts, and/or blankets 

Sediment controls Silt fences, rock berms, and sand bag berms 

Post-construction total suspended solids controls Vegetative strips, irrigation, and/or gravel filter dams 

 
2.   An NOI for storm water discharges from a Small MS4 would be required under the TPDES Phase 

II MS4 General Permit (TXR040000). 
3.   In the event that unanticipated archeological deposits are encountered during construction, 

work in the immediate area would cease, and TxDOT archeological staff would be contacted to 
initiate post-review discovery procedures. In the event that unanticipated human bones are 
identified, construction work would stop and TxDOT archeological staff and the local police 
department should be notified. 

4.   Disturbed areas would be re-vegetated according to TxDOT’s Specification, 164-006 Seeding 
Native Grasses for Erosion Control (TxDOT 2014a). 

5.   To comply with the BMP PA between TxDOT and TPWD (2013), MBTA compliance will be 
achieved by scheduling construction and demolition activities outside of the typical nesting 
season (February 15 to October 1). Prohibitive provisions of the MBTA apply year-round. 

6.   If any individuals of state-listed species are observed within the project area during 
construction, care would be taken to avoid harming them; therefore, no impacts to state-listed 
species would occur as a result of the proposed project. 

7.   Based on the results of coordination with the TPWD, the following measures would be 
implemented to protect biological resources: 

a.   The project would comply with the MBTA.  
b.   Reptile, bird and bat BMPs would be applied. 
c.   Per the species BMPs, the contractor would be advised of the potential of occurrence of 

the Southern Yellow Bat, Texas Indigo snake, Black-Striped Snake, Texas Tortoise and 
the Plains spotted skunk and to avoid harming the species if encountered. A Contractor 
Awareness Guide for some of the species should be distributed to the contractor during 
the pre-construction meeting.  

d.  In order to avoid negatively affecting the Mountain Plover, a species of bird currently 
listed as a state species of concern, TPWD recommends contacting the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service-Ecological Services Field Office in Corpus Christi at 361-994-9005. 

e. In order to avoid impacts to bats, including Southern Yellow Bats, TPWD recommends not 
removing palm trees between May and August. If trees are to be removed outside this 
time period it is recommended that they be surveyed for the presence of bats prior to 
removal.  

f.   Erosion control BMPs would be applied to avoid negative impacts to sirens and other 
sensitive aquatic species. These measures would be included on the EPIC sheets 
(Appendix F), SW3P, and discussed in the pre-construction briefing. Crossings of canals 
and ditches would be protected from potential hazardous spills or leaks through the 
installation and maintenance of various SW3P measures along the length of such 
crossings. Equipment and material staging areas would be located away from canals and 
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ditches. These spill and leak protective measures would be incorporated into EPIC 
Sheets and part of the pre-construction briefing. 

g. Because construction would occur at drainage ditches and canals which provide suitable 
habitat for state-listed amphibians, TPWD recommends surveying the sites for 
amphibians immediately before construction begins. TPWD recommends conducting 
either visual encounter surveys (VES) or a combination of VES and audio surveys (or 
acoustic monitoring) to detect the presence of amphibians (frogs in particular).  

8.   Any unanticipated hazardous materials encountered during construction would be handled 
according to applicable federal and state regulations per TxDOT Standard Specifications. The 
plans and specifications would include contractor provisions for minimizing construction noise 
through work-hour controls, proper muffler system maintenance and other abatement measures. 

9.   Contractors would minimize fugitive dust by using control measures, such as covering or 
treating disturbed areas with dust suppression techniques, sprinkling, covering loaded trucks, 
and other dust abatement controls, as appropriate. 

10.   Contractors would minimize MSAT by utilizing measures to encourage use of EPA-required 
cleaner diesel fuels, limits on idling, increasing use of cleaner burning diesel engines, and other 
emission limitation techniques, as appropriate. 

11. Notice of proposed construction or alteration (FAA 1999). Airway-highway clearance is required 
because the proposed project would be located within 20,000 feet of a public airport. Mid 
Valley Airport is located approximately 9,600 feet east/southeast of the proposed project. It is 
owned by the City of Weslaco. A notice of proposed construction or an alteration form (Form 
AD-7460-1) would be submitted to the FAA. 

12.  Since there are several colonias and LEP populations located adjacent to the proposed project, 
reasonable steps would be taken to ensure that have meaningful access to the programs, 
services and information that TxDOT provides. Project-related public notices (opportunity to 
request a public hearing) in reference to the project would be provided to the newspaper and 
flyers to adjacent property owners would be provided in both English and Spanish.  

 
5.3.1 Displacements and Relocations—Mitigation 
 
Relocation benefits and assistance are available to individuals displaced as a result of this TxDOT project. 
In accordance with TxDOT policy, no person would be displaced by the proposed project until adequate 
decent, safe, and sanitary housing is made available as described in the Uniform Act of 1970, as amended 
(42 USC). Relocation benefits and assistance are available without regard to race, color, religion, national 
origin, sex, age, or handicap in accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Title VIII of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1968. 
 
5.3.2 Air Quality—Mitigation 
 
The MSAT emissions would be minimized by EPA measures, which encourage use of cleaner diesel fuels, 
limits on idling, increasing use of cleaner burning diesel engines and other emissions limitation techniques, 
as appropriate. Potential impacts of PM emissions would be minimized by dust control measures, such as 
covering or treating disturbed areas with dust suppression techniques (i.e. sprinkling, covering loaded 
trucks, and other dust suppression techniques. Dust control measures would be incorporated into 
construction specifications and implemented, as needed. 
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5.3.3 Water Resources—Mitigation 
 
If a project disturbs one or more acres, it meets the criteria of the TCEQ TPDES General Permit for 
Construction Activities. This project would disturb over five acres and would require a Notice of Intent to 
be filed with TCEQ. In addition, an SW3P would be included in the construction plans. Because an impaired 
section of the Arroyo Colorado is located within five miles of the proposed project, coordination with 
the TCEQ was conducted. This coordination was completed on November 19, 2015 (Appendix D). The 
project and associated activities will be implemented, operated, and maintained using best 
management practices to control the discharge of pollutants from the project site. (43 TAC §2.305 
(b)(2)(C)(ii)(II)) There is no potential work to be conducted within a 100-year floodplain; therefore, 
coordination with the local FEMA floodplain administrator would not be required. 
 
5.3.4 Biological Resources—Mitigation 
 
During construction, efforts would be taken to avoid and minimize disturbance of vegetation, habitat and 
soils. Areas within the proposed ROW, but outside the limits of construction would not be disturbed. 
Areas disturbed during construction would be re-vegetated, according to TxDOT specifications, as soon as 
it becomes practicable. In accordance with Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species, the Executive 
Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping, and the 1999 FHWA guidance on invasive species, only non-
invasive species would be planted within the ROW. Additionally, the following BMPs established under 
the TxDOT-TPWD BMPs PA (under the 2013 MOU) would adhered to:  

 
1. Minimize the amount of vegetation cleared. Removal of native vegetation, particularly mature 

native trees and shrubs should be avoided to the greatest extent practicable. Wherever 
practicable, impacted vegetation should be replaced with in-kind on-site 
replacement/restoration of native vegetation. 

2. To minimize adverse effects, activities should be planned to preserve mature trees, 
particularly acorn, nut or berry producing varieties. These types of vegetation have high value 
to wildlife as food and cover. 

3. It is strongly recommended that trees greater than 12 inches in diameter that are removed be 
replaced. 

4. TPWD's experience indicates that for ecologically effective replacement, a ratio of three trees 
for every one (3: 1) lost should be provided to the extent practicable either on-site or off-site. 
Trees less than 12 inches diameter should be replaced at a 1:1 ratio. 

5. Replacement trees should be of equal or better wildlife quality than those removed and be 
regionally adapted native species. 

6. When trees are planted, a maintenance plan that ensures at least an 85 percent survival rate 
after three years should be developed for the replacement trees. 

7. The use of any non-native vegetation in landscaping and re-vegetation is discouraged. Locally 
adapted native species should be used. 

8. The use of seed mix that contains seeds from only locally adapted native species is 
recommended. 

9. Avoid vegetation clearing activities during the general bird nesting season, March through 
August, to minimize adverse impacts to birds. 

10. See Appendix F for commitments related to amphibians, birds, reptiles, freshwater mussels, 
and State-listed species. 
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Compensatory mitigation for vegetation removal was considered, but would not be practical for this 
project. Vegetation to be removed during completion of the proposed project would not assist in the 
prevention of the listing of a federal candidate species, does not represent a rare vegetation series, and is 
not bottomland hardwood woodlands or native prairie. Additionally, there is no known local significance of 
the vegetation to be removed by the proposed project. Adjacent areas located outside the existing and 
proposed ROW contain vegetation with similar composition and structure to that which would be 
removed; therefore, no compensatory mitigation would be offered. 
 
In the event that migratory birds are encountered on-site during project construction, every effort would 
be made to avoid take of protected birds, active nests, eggs, and/or young to the maximum extent 
practicable. To comply with the MBTA, necessary vegetation trimming/removal would not occur during 
peak nesting season for migratory birds (February 15 through October 1). If vegetation 
trimming/removal would occur during the nesting season, the vegetation would be surveyed for nests 
beforehand.  
 
5.3.5 Hazardous Materials—Mitigation 
 
The acquisition of the ROW would require the displacement of structures on three parcels including a 
tire shop business (two structures – house and tire shop) on Parcel #13, a multi-family (with four 
apartments) structure on Parcel #15 and one residence on Parcel #236. Since these structures will be 
demolished, Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) surveys will be required.  
 
TxDOT will initiate actions to resolve asbestos containing materials, pipeline relocation, and subsurface 
contamination concerns. Should unanticipated contaminated soils or groundwater be encountered 
during project construction, they would be removed in accordance with current hazardous materials 
guidelines. Should project design or ROW requirements change during project development, the 
potential for hazardous material impacts would be re-assessed. General provisions of the Standard 
Specifications for Construction and Maintenance of Highways, Streets and Bridges (TxDOT 2014f) apply 
to the proposed project. These guidelines address the contractor’s responsibilities regarding the 
discovery of hazardous materials. 
 
5.3.6 Noise—Mitigation 
 
Provisions would be included in the plans and specifications that require the contractor to make every 
reasonable effort to minimize construction noise through abatement measures such as work-hour controls 
and proper maintenance of muffler systems.  
 
5.3.7 Cultural Resources—Mitigation 
 
In the event that unanticipated archaeological deposits are encountered during construction, work in 
the immediate area would cease and TxDOT archaeological staff would be contacted to initiate post-
review discovery procedures under the provisions of the PA and MOU. 
 

76 
 



Mile 6 West Road Environmental Assessment 
Hidalgo County, Texas  CSJs: 0921-02-168 and 0921-02-286 

5.4 Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation 
 
Table 24 presents a summary of direct project impacts, relevant circumstances, and proposed mitigation 
and required coordination for social and environmental factors and resources.  

 
Table 24: Project Impacts and Mitigation 

 
Factors and 
Resources 

Project Impacts and 
Relevant Circumstances 

Mitigation and 
Coordination 

ROW acquisition Approximately 32.84 acres of ROW would be required from 
237 parcels. In compliance with the Uniform Act. 

Relocations Parcels #13, #15, and #234 would require relocation. In compliance with the Uniform Act. 

Utilities Two valve stations, water supply lines, and high-pressure 
gas lines would be relocated or adjusted. 

Work to be accomplished by Hidalgo 
County or utility owner. 

Community 
Impacts 

Adjacent communities would experience a temporary 
disruption in traffic. However, the proposed added capacity 
of the road is expected to ease travel and reduce 
congestion for nearby residents. Temporary impacts from 
construction dust and noise. 

Minimization of dust and noise during 
construction using various practices and 
abatement measures. 

Environmental 
Justice 

Populations adjacent to the proposed project are 
considered minority populations; and CTs 024403 and 
022201 are considered to have low-income populations. 
Disproportionate adverse effects are not expected to occur 
to these populations. 

Notifications were available in Spanish 
(newspaper and mailers) to allow EJ 
populations an opportunity to request a 
public hearing. 

Colonias 

Six of the colonias are situated immediately adjacent to 
the proposed project, including: Ricky Subdivision, Big 
John Subdivision, Mel Gray, El Mesquite 1, Bertha Acres 
and Sun Country Estates. 

Notifications in Spanish were published to 
allow adjacent colonias an opportunity to 
hold a public hearing. 

Limited English 
Proficiency 

LEP populations range from 41% to 64% of the total adult 
populations of project area census boundaries. 

Public newspaper and other media notices 
in reference to the project were translated 
and provided in Spanish.  

Public Facilities 
and Services Approximately 0.5 acres of church property  In compliance with the Uniform Act. 

Construction 
impacts 

Minimal and temporary impacts during construction (i.e. 
dust and noise) BMPs 

Water Resources Minimal impacts 
Requirements for NOI letters under the 
CGP (TXR150000) and Phase II Small MS4 
General Permit (TXR040000) 

Essential Fish 
Habitat None None 

Farmland 15.9 acres, which does not contain prime farmland 
characteristics. 

Efforts to minimize disturbance of 
farmland. 

Vegetation 
Shrubland —4.5 acres 
Mowed/Maintain ROW—32 acres 
Temporary impacts—18 acres 

Efforts to minimize disturbance of mature 
woody vegetation and re-seed for 
temporary impacts. 
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Factors and 
Resources 

Project Impacts and 
Relevant Circumstances 

Mitigation and 
Coordination 

Threatened and 
Endangered 
Species 

May impact, but not likely to adversely impact the following 
nine state‐listed species: Black‐spotted newt, Sheep frog, 
South Texas siren, White‐lipped frog, Northern Beardless‐
Tyannulet, Southern Yellow Bat, Black‐Striped Snake, 
Texas Tortoise , and Texas indigo snake; and one Species 
of Concern: the Plains spotted skunk. 

Previous 2011 TPWD coordination. Use of 
bird, bat and reptile BMP’s. 
 
Ditches/ canals would be surveyed for 
amphibians immediately before 
construction activities. Conduct visual or a 
combination of visual/ audio surveys for 
the presence of amphibians (e.g. frogs) 
before construction activities. TPWD 
permitted biologist should be present at 
the time of excavation of drainage ditches 
and irrigation canals. 
 
The proposed project would have “no 
effect” on federally‐listed species listed for 
Hidalgo County. 

Migratory 
Birds  No impacts to migratory birds or their habitat is expected.  Compliance with the MBTA. Use of Bird 

BMPs. 

Visual  Minimal impacts  Design and landscaping would blend 
project with surrounding environment 

Hazardous 
Materials 

No effects to an area around a removed underground 
storage tank. 

Compliance with applicable TxDOT 
regulations should unanticipated 
hazardous materials be encountered. 

Historical  No potential to affect historic properties.  Individual project coordination with SHPO is 
not required. 

Archaeological  No previously recorded archaeological sites, prehistoric or 
historic, are present within the survey area. 

Compliance with the applicable 
programmatic agreement and MOU. 

Air Quality  Minimal and temporary dust and PM from diesel powered 
construction equipment and vehicles. 

Dust suppression techniques would 
minimize PM; and EPA measures would be 
used to minimize MSAT emissions.  

Noise 
None of the 13 receivers modeled would be affected by 
increased project traffic noise and therefore, noise 
abatement was not proposed. 

Minimize construction noise using 
abatement measures. 
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6.0  DETERMINATION OF ASSESSMENT 
 
The assessments, studies, evaluations and analyses performed on the various resources indicate that the 
proposed project would not result in significant social, economic, or environmental effects. With 
implementation of identified mitigation/monitoring measures, obtaining appropriate permits, and agency 
coordination, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is anticipated. 
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FIGURE 2
EXISTING TYPICAL ROADWAY SECTIONS

PROPOSED MILE 6 WEST ROAD IMPROVEMENTS
FROM MILE 9 NORTH ROAD TO SH 107

HIDALGO COUNTY, TEXAS
SOURCE: Typical Sections Provided by TEDSI Infrastructure Group - File Designated TYP-Mar 2007.dwg
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FIGURE 3
PROPOSED TYPICAL ROADWAY SECTIONS

PROPOSED MILE 6 WEST ROAD IMPROVEMENTS
FROM MILE 9 NORTH ROAD TO SH 107

HIDALGO COUNTY, TEXAS
SOURCE: Typical Sections Provided by TEDSI Infrastructure Group - File Designated Mile 6 Typicals Sections.dgn - received 09/02/2014
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MAP ID COLONIA ID NAME ACREAGE
1 M1080895 Mary Ann 18
2 M1080296 Green Valley Development Subd. 8
3 M1080269 Fleamarket R.O.W. Subd. 2
4 M1080615 Ricky Subd. 25
5 M1080868 EL MESQUITE 1 6
6 M1080244 El Mesquite Subd. 16
7 M1080898 MILE 16 7
8 M1080132 Cana de Azucar Subd. 19
9 M1080281 Garza Subd. #2 12
10 M1080280 Garza Subd. #1 6
11 M1080362 L & P Subd. 19
12 M1080662 SH 88/14 North/6 West 117
13 M1080108 Big John Subd. 15
14 M1080897 Mel Gray 156
15 M1080906 Olivarez Tr-304 52
16 M1080203 Country Village Subd. #1 11
17 M1080204 Country Village Subd. #2 19
18 M1080150 Chapa Subd. #3 20
19 M1080521 Olivarez 15 23
20 M1080745 Tony Subd. 28
21 M1080320 Highland Memorial Park 14
22 M1080896 McKee #1 12
23 M1080193 Country Aire Estates #4 20
24 M1080859 Chapa 11
25 M1080230 Dimas #3 19
26 M1080229 Dimas #2 11
27 M1080106 Bertha Acres 4
28 M1080842 Country Aire Estates #2 26
29 M1080192 Country Aire Estates #1 20
30 M1080464 Mile 10 N. @ Mile 5 W. 24
31 M1080502 Northern Acres Subd. 8
32 M1080170 Colonia del Noreste 97
33 M1080071 Barbosa-Lopez Subd. #1 10
34 M1080839 Barbosa - Lopez #2 11
35 M1080219 Delta Court 34
36 M1080709 Sun Country Estates 23
37 M1080782 Victoria Acres 10
38 M1080147 Chapa #1 34
39 M1080319 High Point Subd. 9
40 M1080894 Martin 15
41 M1080270 Flora Subd. 16
42 M1080266 Expressway Heights 19
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APPENDIX A
PHOTOGRAPHS

Photo 1. At beginning of project at Westgate and viewing north along Mile 6.

Photo 2. Typical view of Mile 6 ROW.  Multi-family dwelling on left to be 
displaced.



APPENDIX A
PHOTOGRAPHS

Photo 4. View of Mile 6 at Mile 10 intersection and facing north.

Photo 3. South of Mile 10 and viewing north.



APPENDIX A
PHOTOGRAPHS

Photo 5. North of Mile 10 and viewing north.

Photo 6. Typical agricultural fields adjacent to the project area.



APPENDIX A
PHOTOGRAPHS

Photo 7. View of Mile 6 at intersection with Mile 11.  Standpipe on right.

Photo 8. Adjacent irrigation canal at Mile 12.



APPENDIX A
PHOTOGRAPHS

Photo 10. Viewing north on Mile 6 at the intersection with SH 107 at the end of 
the project.

Photo 9. View of adjacent properties north of Mile 14.
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HIDALGO COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN PROJECT DATA

Proposed Project Data Total Project Cost Funding Categories

216
Off US 83 Interchange @ 

Bicentennial SH 336 SP 115 HC-285 0039-17-180 0.1 Interchange improvements at Main 
Street & Bicentennial McAllen  $         33,000,000  $         33,000,000  $                      -  $     2,000,000  $     1,350,000  $     2,700,000  $         40,910,000  $     35,000,000  $     32.00  $           3.00  $    35.00 

267
Off

Edinburg Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Master 
Plan - TAP

Edinburg City Limits Edinburg City Limits HC-330 0921-02-903
Planning and Design for City of 
Edinburg Pedestrian & Bicycle 
Master Plan

Edinburg  $              150,000  $              150,000  $                      -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $              150,000  $          150,000  $  0.12  $           0.03  $      0.15 

74a
Off Mile 6 W Rd - PE & 

ROW
Mile 9 N Mile 11 N HC-148ba 0921-02-168 2 ROW & PE for Widen to 4 Lane Weslaco / 

County 1  $         11,414,985  $         14,443,598  $        1,400,000  $        559,400  $        514,000  $        745,000  $         18,369,998  $       1,959,400  $    0.79  $           1.17  $      1.96 

74b
Off Mile 6 W Rd - PE & 

ROW
Mile 11 N SH 107 HC-148bb 0921-02-286 5.5 ROW & PE for Widen to 4 Lane County 1  $         20,240,241  $         33,701,489  $        2,430,000  $        992,000  $        911,000  $     1,316,000  $         40,605,489  $       3,422,000  $    1.75  $           1.68  $      3.42 

47
On FM 2220 (Ware Rd) FM 1924 (Mile 3 N) Mile 5 N (Auburn Ave) HC-19b 2094-01-038 2 Widen to 6 Lane Divided McAllen  $           9,750,000  $           9,750,000  $        1,145,000  $        477,750  $        487,500  $        633,750  $         13,118,023  $     11,528,750  $     1.00  $               4.45  $       0.41  $    3.53  $           2.15  $    11.53 

22a
On SH 336 (10th st) Trenton Rd SH 107 HC-249a 0621-01-100 2.8 Medians with landscaping McAllen  $           1,725,000  $           1,725,000  $                      -  $          84,525  $        129,375  $        120,750  $           2,166,600  $       1,845,750  $               1.22  $           0.63  $      1.85 

25
Off SH 364 (La Homa) SH 495 FM 1924 (Mile 3 N) HC-48b 2966-01-009 2 Widen to 4 Lane Urban Divided      County 3  $           7,750,000  $           7,750,000  $        2,930,494  $        379,750  $        387,500  $        503,750  $         12,431,994  $       8,253,750  $    8.25  $      8.25 

220
Off N Alamo Road 

Extension HC-289 0921-02-311 0.5 Road Realignment County 4  $              703,040  $              703,040  $           200,000  $          34,449  $          52,728  $          49,213  $           1,083,018  $          804,981  $               0.80  $      0.80 

211
Off Inspiration Rd 0.13m N of US 83 0.15m N of FM 1924 

(Mile 3 N) HC-282 0921-02-301 3.04 Widen to 4 lane divided - curb & 
gutter section Mission  $         11,392,852  $         11,392,852  $           848,718  $        518,499  $        476,172  $        687,805  $         14,580,106  $     13,405,547  $             11.18  $       1.23  $           1.00  $    13.41 

203a
On SH 365 (Phase I) US 281 Military Highway FM 396 (Anzalduas 

Highway) RMA-1aa 3627-01-001 12.5 A toll improvement being a 4 lane 
controlled access facility HCRMA  $       137,405,566  $       137,405,566  $      51,596,891  $   10,860,670  $     5,385,907  $                    -  $       223,213,321  $   160,755,760  $   122.02  $    0.22  $         38.52  $  160.76 

229
On SH 68 ROW US 83 FM 1925 HC-295b 3629-01-001 10 Construct new 4 lane divided rural 

highway facility TxDOT  $         55,000,000  $         55,000,000  $      23,500,000  $     6,500,000  $     2,475,000  $     3,850,000  $         94,735,000  $     13,500,000            13.50  $    13.50 

241
Off

City of Pharr Bicycle 
Accessible 
Improvement Project

Owassa Road Military Highway HC-307 0921-02-324 22 Bicycle Accessible Improvements Pharr  $              700,150  $              700,150  $                      -  $                    -  $        105,023  $                    -  $              805,173  $          805,173  $  0.64  $           0.16  $      0.81 

242
Off Bentsen Road Hike & 

Bike Trail SH 495 (Pecan Blvd) Nolana Avenue HC-308 0921-02-325 1.6 Construction of Hike & Bike Trails McAllen  $           1,108,984  $           1,108,984  $                      -  $                    -  $        166,348  $                    -  $           1,275,332  $       1,275,332  $  1.02  $           0.26  $      1.28 

173
Off Taylor Rd - ROW Bus 83 I-2 (US 83) HC-256 0921-02-327 1 Widen 4 lanes with left 

turn lane
Mission / 
McAllen  $           4,103,670  $           5,616,155  $        1,192,488  $        275,192  $        617,777  $        365,050  $           8,414,864  $       1,192,488  $               1.19  $      1.19 

123
Off Taylor Rd - ROW Bus 83 Mile 2 N HC-257 0921-02-328 2

4 Lane Divided Urban Section with 
1 Bridge Widening and 1 Bridge 
Class Irrigation Siphon

Mission / 
McAllen  $           5,795,764  $           5,795,764  $        2,011,852  $        283,992  $        716,331  $        376,725  $           9,544,001  $       2,011,852  $               2.01  $      2.01 

247
On FM 1926 (23rd st) FM 1926 (23rd st) & 

Hackberry Ave HC-310 1804-01-068 1 Addition of North and South 
bound center turn lanes McAllen  $                81,000  $                81,000  $             16,000  $            3,969  $            4,050  $            5,265  $              115,306  $            86,265  $               0.09  $      0.09 

248
On FM 1926 (23rd st) SH 1926 (23rd st) & 

Kendlewood Ave HC-311 1804-01-069 1 Addition of North and South 
bound center turn lanes McAllen  $                89,000  $                89,000  $             16,000  $            4,361  $            4,450  $            5,785  $              125,114  $            94,785  $               0.09  $      0.09 

249
On SH 336 Intersection Business US 

83
135ft S Intersection US 
Business 83 HC-312 0621-01-908 0.025 Addition of north bound right turn 

lane McAllen  $                73,200  $                73,200  $             31,000  $            3,587  $            3,660  $            4,758  $              120,743  $            77,958  $               0.08  $      0.08 

250
On FM 1926 (23rd st) FM 1926 (23rd st) & 

Ebony Ave HC-313 1804-01-071 2 Addition of east, north and south 
bound center turn lanes McAllen  $              132,600  $              132,600  $             21,000  $            6,497  $            6,630  $            8,619  $              183,567  $          141,219  $               0.14  $      0.14 

251
On FM 1926 (23rd st) FM 1926 (23rd st) & 

Jackson Ave HC-314 1804-01-072 1 Addition of North and South 
bound center turn lanes McAllen  $              109,500  $              109,500  $             31,000  $            5,366  $            5,475  $            7,118  $              165,248  $          116,618  $               0.12  $      0.12 

252
Off Dove Ave 41st Street Bentsen Rd HC-315 0921-02-341 0.25 4 lane divided McAllen  $           1,404,225  $           1,404,225  $                      -  $          68,807  $          70,211  $          91,275  $           1,721,580  $       1,495,500  $               1.50  $      1.50 

270
Off McIntyre Railroad 

Pedestrian Crossing 6th Ave 5th Ave HC-333 0921-02-904 0.2 McIntyre Railroad Pedestrian 
Crossing Improvements Edinburg  $              500,000  $              500,000  $                      -  $          24,500  $          37,500  $          35,000  $              618,000  $          500,000  $               0.50  $      0.50 

221
On US 281 Military 

Highway 0.45 Mi E of Spur 600 FM 2557 (Stewart Road) RMA-1ab 0220-01-023 0.94 Widening to 4 lane divided with 
overpass at San Juan Rd HCRMA  $         14,594,604  $         14,594,604  $        2,529,228  $        616,079  $        774,041  $                    -  $         20,600,023  $     17,670,000  $    5.60  $  12.07  $    17.67 

269
On Hidalgo County 

Illumination Project HC-332 0921-02-903
Upgrading illumination equipment 
along I-2/US 83 and I-69C/US 281 TxDOT  $           2,600,000  $           2,600,000  $                      -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $           2,600,000  $       2,600,000  $    2.60  $      2.60 

 $   278,693,128  $   25,002,515 

207
Off Anzalduas Int'l Port 

of Entry
Anzalduas Int'l Port of 
Entry HC-277 0921-02-303 Construction of Southbound 

Inspection Station
Analduas Int'l 
Bridge Board  $           7,241,012  $           7,241,012  $                      -  $                    -  $                    -  $                    -  $           7,241,012  $       7,241,012  $    7.00  $           0.24  $      7.24 

266
Off

Regional Hike & Bike 
Trail Project (Precinct 
2) - TAP

S San Antonio Ave (San 
Juan) S 2nd St (McAllen) HC-329 0921-02-904 7.74 Proposed location of Hike & Bike 

Trail Connectivity

County 2 / 
San Juan / 

Pharr /
 $           5,600,000  $           5,600,000  $                      -  $                    -  $        840,000  $                    -  $           6,440,000  $       6,440,000  $  4.52  $           1.92  $      6.44 

235
On FM 676 (Mile 5) HC-301 1064-01-034 3 Drainage improvements TxDOT  $              500,738  $              500,738  $           150,000  $          24,536  $          37,555  $          32,548  $              776,423  $          500,738  $    0.50  $      0.50 

219
Off Pharr/Reynosa Int'l 

Bridge (NB Phase II) HC-288 0921-02-289
Addition of 2 commercial 
northbound entrance lanes, booths 
and canopies

Pharr  $           2,645,473  $           2,645,473  $                      -  $                    -  $        118,770  $        154,400  $           2,918,643  $       2,918,643  $    2.92  $      2.92 

231
On Business 83 Outfall 

(Mercedes) HC-297 0039-06-041 Improve drainage structures TXDOT  $           1,551,108  $           1,551,108  $                      -  $          76,004  $        116,333  $        100,822  $           1,940,436  $       1,651,930  $     0.35  $    1.30  $      1.65 

21
On Pharr Intl Bridge At Pharr/Reynosa Intl 

bridge HC-231b 0921-02-253 Improvements (ITS) at 
Pharr/Reynosa Intl bridge Pharr  $           1,372,462  $           1,372,462  $                      -  $          67,251  $        102,935  $          96,072  $           1,723,813  $       1,372,462  $    1.03  $           0.34  $      1.37 

192
Off 10th st SH 107 FM 1925 (Monte Cristo) HC-79 0921-02-300 2.5 Construct new 4 Lane Edinburg / 

County 4  $         10,075,000  $         10,075,000  $           750,000  $        493,675  $        453,375  $        654,875  $         13,051,575  $     11,933,250  $             11.53  $       0.40  $    11.93 

236
Off Pharr Bridge Pharr-Reynosa Int'l Bridge US 281 HC-302 0921-02-193 Improvements (Expansion) at Int'l 

Bridge Pharr  $         18,256,024  $         18,256,024  $                      -  $        894,545  $        821,521  $     1,186,642  $         22,290,605  $     19,442,666        1.57            17.87 $19.44

158
On Veterans SH 495 

Extension - ROW
Abram Rd La Homa (SH 364) HC-50 0865-01-108 2.3 4 Lanes Divided Urban Section Palmview / 

County 3  $         10,350,000  $         17,233,511  $        1,299,360  $        844,442  $        775,508  $     1,120,178  $         22,341,477  $       1,299,360  $               1.30  $      1.30 

244
Off Donna Int'l Bridge HC-309 0921-02-333

Federal commercial vehicles 
inspection facilities at Donna Int'l 

id

Donna / Pharr  $           9,000,000  $           9,000,000  $                      -  $        441,000  $        450,000  $        630,000  $         11,079,000  $       9,000,000        9.00  $      9.00 

37
On FM 907 (Alamo Rd) Nolana US 83 HC-119 1586-01-069 2.34 Widen to 4 Lane Divided                 Alamo / 

County 2-4  $           6,362,973  $           6,362,973  $                      -  $        379,335  $                    -  $        503,199  $           7,725,482  $       6,362,973  $    6.36  $      6.36 

224
On FM 494 FM 676 (Mile 5) SH 107 HC-292a 0864-01-068 2 Widen to 4 lane County 3  $           8,000,000  $           8,000,000  $           500,000  $        392,000  $                    -  $        657,966  $         10,045,966  $       9,157,966  $    2.05  $    7.11  $      9.16 

 $     77,321,000  $   13,232,610 

FM 1925 0.5m North

N of Business 83, near FM 2556 south to Floodway

@ Donna Int'l Bridge
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Along I-2/US 83 and I-69C/US 281

SH 107 east to Taylor Road

At Pharr/Reynosa Int'l Bridge - Northbound Lanes 
Improvements Phase II
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< F��H���H� �������� � �.�I�J K L M N O P Q P R S T U V W T X P Y P N K T M S Y N M S S K S O P X O M S K Z M T K P S V W T X P Y P N K T M S T X M S [ Y P X T M T K P S Y N M S Y X P \ W Q T L M T MY]̂ _̀̂ a b Y ]̂ c a d e Lf ef T ^ ef g Y ]̂ c a d e Q ^̀ e hi j b k j l Qf e a l̂ ] k ày n op w x v � s y ® �� �� p � w̄ x m ~ s y ® x} {� � � � �̄ u q m t y r {| y y v y t ~ m| ~ m| ~ ~ t y � � � s � � � �p �� s �� p � � x} £ � � �p ¢� �� � � � �� m z ~� ~ ~ ~ � n� n m m� y m s � t � ~� ~ ~ ~ � � t s� y t � � � n s� y ~ s � s � �� n v t � y v � ~ v �� z m s � n� n m m� y m s � n� n m � n� n m� n � o � � �� �� p � �� � ¡ ~� m z ± µ � � w x n ~ � ~� m z ± µ � � w x y � m v r { | y z m � ~ n m y | ~ m| y s n m� v � � � �p �� � � � p � � �� � � � � {� �p � � y | m � m� n ~ v � n z m � v � n � �� m z n � v � t � � � � � y n �� � v n � y n t � � y v � m z t � v m � � z� m m ~� n y s � v � n � �� m z n � v � n � � v � n �s v op u q t v ~� z x � µ � � � � � t v w x y � m � ® £ � � � ± r̄ { | y � t � y � s � � � �p �� s �� p � � � á � o � � v � n y m� ~ ~ ~ � z� v z v � t � m � � s n� � � ~ � m s m� v v t � m s �� s n m � v � t � ~ ~ ~ � �� ~ v v � m z ~ � z� v z v � t � m � z � v z � z� v zt z o � � r � � �� � � u q t v � � � t v r { | y m z ~� � � � � �p �� � �� p � �� p p � � y � z s �� z ~ ~ � m� y � y � y m s � y t �� � � ~ � y ~ �� n y z � y ~ �� ~ z s � y v n� y � v � m� t y m� � s y � m� y � y � y m s � m� y � � m� y �m m � op u q t v �� �� �� � � � � � ��� � � � ® � �� � �    ̄ ~� � � ± � w x m m m y ~� � � ± µ � � � � � � � � �� � r { | m n v v � � � {� p � �� �} � o � � � ¡ � � � � � � � w x m m m y ��� ± ² � � � � � ³ � � � � � � � � � �� � o � � m t� � ~ ~� ~ ~ ~ � m t� � ~ ~� ~ ~ ~ � | � y � y � ~� ~ ~ ~ � y � � z ~� ~ ~ ~ � | � v v � ~ z ~� ~ ~ ~ � m t� � ~ ~� ~ ~ ~ � m t � � ~ � m t� � ~m � op w x � n z mp � q � ® x} £ � � �p ū q m t y r { | s m � v � n � � � �p �� s � � p � � �� � � � � x} £ � � �p ¢� �� � � � n� z v z � z ~ ~ � y v � ~ � n� n n ~ � y � y � �� m s ~ � s v n� � z ~ � z t �� m z ~ � t � t � m � n � y �� ~ � t� m n t � y v � ~ � n� n n ~ � y v � ~ z � y v � ~ zv z � op w x � n v ® �� � �� p } � x̄ � � � y � � � � q r y ~ � r { | v � � m� v � � � �p �� � � � p � � �� � � � � {� �p � � y | � � s� s � ~� ~ ~ ~ � n� y m t � v z s � t ~ ~� � ~ ~ � � � �� m t n � � z s� � y t � z n v � v � v � y y � n n y � � s � � n� y m t� v z s � n� y v � n� y v� n � o � � �� �� p � �� � ¡ ~� m z ± µ � � w x � n v w x t t r { | y z m � ~ n m y | ~ m| y s n m� z z � � � �p �� � � � p � � �� � � � � {� �p � � y � v � ~ v y � t z m � �� y � n� m n n � v s v � t m m � m ~ v � v y s � m ~ �� � s z � m s n� � ~ � � z� � z ~� t s v � �� y � n� m n n � �� y z � �� y zm n o � � s � � q � ® � � � �� } � �̄ � � �� � � � � � �� � � � � t v r { | t v m� v � � � �p �� � � � p � � � � � � } � � z� y � ~� z ~ ~ � �� ~ v z � y m n � s y s� t s ~ � v � �� � m y � v z y � � z s � � z �� m t v � n� m � y � n m t � �� ~ v z� y m n � �� ~ � � �� ~ �t � o � � �� � � � � £ � � q y t � � q � ® x � � � s �̄ � � � t v r { | n m y � � � � � �p �� � � � p � � � � � � } � � v � y m n� ~ ~ ~ � �� m t m� m z v � z � m� n s z � m ~ n� t v ~ � m y �� y y v � m � t � v � s � z� t m v � ~ ~ � � �� � � �� � y m � �� � � � �� � �s t o � � £ � � ¡ � � � � � � � �® � � � �� } � ¯ � � � t v u q t v r { | t z ~� n � � � �p �� � � � p � � � � �� } � � m� ~ y y � z ~ ~ � m� � z m� t � � � m � y � v t ~ � y v �� t n y � y v �� s � � � y � t � n v � � v � s y s� � ~ � � m� � z m� t � � � m� � z � m� � zn m o � � q �� � � � � q r y ~ � q} � �p �� � £ � � r { | y � y ~� z � � � �p �� � � � p � µ � �p � � � � � y � y y �� z ~ ~ � y � z m n� v � s � m m v � m t s � � �� n v n � y y �� � ~ v � y ~ �� ~ z s � m� y � �� y t m � y � z m n� v � s � y � z v � y � z vt t op w x m ~ s m ® � �p � � �p� � � ± ¯ u q t v q � � � t v r { | y t ~� t z � � � �p �� � � � p � � �� � � � � x} £ � � �p � y � t n n� � z ~ � m� z n n� n v n � m m �� n � ~ � y m �� v n � � y m n� n n � � y s t � n n s � v � � y z� � n z � m� z n n� n v n � m� s ~ � m� s ~� z op q � y y z ® q m v � � q �̄ u q t v w x y ~ y s ® x � � � �� � � r � � r̄ { | z y � y t ~ �| ~ y | ~ z � m� n � � � �p �� s � � p � � �� � � � � u� � x} £ � � �p ¢r � � � �� � ¢{� �p � � m � y v � � s y � z v t � y t� � m v � ~ � � � y � s y z � v t z � n ~ m� � m n � t m n� ~ v � � y � y n �� � n t � m �� y ~ n� n m m � y t � � m v � ~ � � � y t � � m � y t� � mv y o � � q �� �� � �   � � w x y � m s ® �� � � �� p � � � �� r̄ { | y s � ~� t � � � �p �� � �� p � q � p � �� p � y � � t t � ~ ~ ~ � m� � � �� ~ ~ y � m y �� z s ~ � y y n� n ~ v � y m m� v z ~ � y z n� ~ z z � v � m y �� z t � � m� � � �� ~ ~ y � m� � z � m� � zv n op q r y ~ � ® {� p � � � w̄ x � n z w x y n m � ® x � � � v �̄ r {| m m � ~ z m t | ~ y | ~ t z m � � � �p �� s � � p � � �� � � � �� µ â n ¢ ~ � ~ z m t | ~ y | ~ t z x � � � �� p � �� t n ~� ~ ~ ~ � s� s n m� v ~ v � z t s� t ~ ~ � v m �� n m v � v v �� s y z � � v z � ~ ~ ~ � t� � n y � z s v � s� s n m� v ~ v � s� s n � s� s n� ~ � op w x y n m z v � � q �� � � � w x � n v ® �� � �� p } � r̄ { | y m � y t ~ v | ~ m | n ~ y m� y � � � �p �� � �� p � � �� � � � � {� �p � � � � s� v n z � z s s � t� � z m� � � � � | � � m t� t t s � � v �� s v n � z s t � n v ~ � y ~� � v ~� n ~ y � t � � z m� � � � � t � � z � t� � zy s m o � � � � �� � � � �� � � � � � � t v mp � q � r { | m � m ~� v � � � �p �� � � � p � � �� � � � � � � � �� } � � s � ~� z ~ ~ � n y �� s m s � t ~� � s ~ � � �� n s � � s t � t m m � s �� m v � � y � m v m� n n t � n y �� s m s � ~� n m � ~� n mm z v o � � o � � �� p � £� � ã| { �p � � � � � } � �� p � � r { | v y s ~� m £ � � � �� p � � x} £ � � �p � m � y � z y n � v � y � z n m � m s m� � n � � y t� m ~ t � m �� t s n � m s� ~ y y � � m n� z y � � v � y � z n m � ~� v � � ~� v �m z � op w x m m m ~ ® � � � � ³̄w x � n z ® � �} � p ¯ v n ~ � � �  p � � � � �} � �� p w xm m m ~ v z ~ � � µ  p � � � � �} � �� p w xm m m ~ r { | v y � ~� y s £ � � � � �� p � � µ � � � ³ � � � � �� �p �� � � � � � � � p �� p � � � p w x � n z x} £ � � �p � y t v � ~ ~ ~ � m z ~� � � t � | � y m� m � m � y t� � t � � y �� z v y � v y �� z s v � m z ~� � � t � ~� m z � ~� m zm s � op q r s t | � �� � �     w x y n m z   r s n { ¢ u q m t y r {| v m � v s m n| ~ y | ~ ~ m y m� v t � �� � � � � � �� � � r �� � �� � �� � o � � s t� z s ~� ~ ~ ~ � n v � t m n� ~ n � � v �� � ~ y � t y v � v � v z n� � � ~ � v � � m t � ~ ~ ~ � �� � z s� � ~ ~ � y � t� m n m� y z y � y v z� s t �� v ~ � � y v z� s n � y v z� s nm s z op q r s t | � �� � �         r m ¢ u q t v   r s n { ¢ u q m t y r {| v m t v s m n| ~ y | ~ ~ v m ~ x � �p �� p � � � � � � o � � � ¡ � � � � � �� � o � � v t v � � v ~� ~ ~ ~ � z m z� y s y � ~ ~ m � | � y t� t ~ m� � � ~ � y n� y t s� z ~ ~ � m �� n � m� � z ~ � s m ~� s z m� � ~ � � z z ~� y ~ v � � z m � z z ~� y ~ � z z ~� y ~m ~ v � op q r v s z ® � �� � �    ̄ w x v n s ® £p ä � � � �� �r �� � �� � ¯ w x y ~ y s ® {� p �� � � �̄ � x £| y � v s m �| ~ y | ~ ~ m �� � � � ±¡ � � � � ± �p � � � �p � � � �� p �} � p �� � � � � � � } } � � � �� } � � � � � r { � x £ � v �� s m ~� z m � � z y � � t s� m t z � z � � ~ s� y � v � v � m y z � m t s � y � v t ~� � s z � | � s m� m z n� m � y � z v � s v �� t y m � z v � s � � z v � s �m m s op q r v s z ® u � � � ±� � �{� p � �� �} � �� p ¯ å æ u q m t y x � � � �� � � r � � � � � � w x y ~ y s ® {� p �� � � �̄ � x £| y } µ� ¡ � p � �� p �� � ± � � | �� p � �� s| �� p �} � p �� � � � � � � } } � � � �� � � �� } � � � � �®} � p � �� �} � �p � � p � � � � � �� p � � m | �� p � � ¯ r { � x £ � � z� v � y � z z � � y ~ v � y z y � y t ~ � | � v � t � y � s n v � �� t n n� y z y � | � y y v � ~ m m� z n � � v � t � y � s n v � v � t � � v � t �¤ ¥ °§ ¦ ¥̈ § « © © ¤ ̈ °§ ° ¥ ª§ © © «z � o � � x � � � y ~ �� � � � � � � �� � � � ® x � � � s �̄ w x y ~ y z r { | m s � v � � � �p �� � � � p � � | u� � � p � � � �� } � ¢{� �p � � y � s� � ~ z � ~ ~ ~ � y y � y s �� v y t � y � s m n� n � m � z � �� ~ z m � z ~ m� v n � � � m z � s t y � y z� m s y � s ~ � � y m� v n m� v n v � y m� v n � y m� v nm y z o � � � � � � � � � � � � � ® � �� � �   ̄ x � � � v � � w x m m m y r { | m t � � ~ n m y | ~ m| v m m v � t {� p � �� �} � m � � p � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � {� �p � � v � t� z n t� s m n � y �� v y �� v z ~ � m� ~ v ~� ~ ~ ~ � v � m� � ~ ~ � s � �� m t y � n v m� � � � � y n� ~ t y � ~ t t � y z� t n �� y ~ z � y z � t n � y z� t nm z n o � � µ � � � µ � �� � � � �® q � � ± �p �  ̄ w x v v s m ® �� } � �� p � �̄   � � r {| v m m m� v � �� � � � � u� � � p q �} � �� p � �� � � ¢ q � p� � � p � �� � n v � � m s � y m� n � s� s m � � y � t ~ ~� ~ ~ ~ � s � �� y t z � t n t � v ~ � � t � v � � t v � y t� ~ z m� � � n � y �� � y t� � y � � y �� � m � y �� � m� � � o � � x � � � s � � � x � � � y y � q r y ~ � r {| y � t � � ~ n m y | ~ m| m t s z� z � � � �p �� � � � p � {� �p � � y � m ~� m � ~� m � y � v v � � ~ y � � t n � m� � v ~� ~ ~ ~ � n n m� ~ ~ ~ � n y y � ~ ~ ~ � y � v y s� ~ ~ ~ � � ~� s ~ z� � t n � m �� m ~ t� m t v � m �� m y � m �� m ym s m op u q t v ç mp � q � w x m ~ s y ® x} {� � � � �̄ q r v v s ® y ~ � � q �̄ r {| v m z y � m {� p � � � � �� � � � �p � up � � � ¡ � � � ��� �� ±� p � �p � � � � �} � �� p o � � � ¡ � � � x} £ � � �p � y t� ~ ~ ~� ~ ~ ~ � m n� n � y � v m v � m� ~ ~ ~� ~ ~ ~ � y � � s t� z n z � y � v � t� � y ~ � m� s n �� � y n � v n� v � �� m s n � m n� n � y � v m v � m n� n � � m n� n �� � o � � w � � � � � ²� p ä� � � ä q r v v s ® y ~ � � q �̄ w x m ~ s y ® x} {� � � � �̄ r {| y m ~ y � y v � � � �p �� z � � p � � � � � �� � � � �} � �� � � �� ±¡ � � � � ± �p � � µ � �p � � � � � �� m y z� z t � � �� ~ y n� m s m � | � v � v � n � � � v z ~� n s v � � z s� m z m � t� s ~ z� s y z � �� ~ y n� m s m � �� ~ m � �� ~ mm z z o � � µ � � � £� � � � � � �� � � ® w x m m m ~̄ � �p � � �p � � r { | v y t ~� z m �� p � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � �� p � � x} £ � � �p � m� y v n� v � � � v � z s m� m m ~ � y � � ~ �� ~ ~ ~ � y � �� z � n � y � t � y y y � m v y � z � � � z� � � y � m t m � v � z s m� m m ~ � v � z s � v � z s� z o � � q} � �p �� � £� � q � � � � � � � � � q � r { | y s s ~� z m � � � �p �� � � � p � µ � �p � � � � � y � y s m� m ~ ~ � y � n v z � y � t � y n ~� t s s � n �� t m m � y � z � y v s � y v z � � s ~ � m� s m y � � y m � y � n v z� y � t � y � n � � y � n �n ~ o � � � � } � �� p £� � q � �} �p � �p p �� � £� � q mp � q � r { | y v ~ ~� t z � � � �p �� � �� p � x} £ � � �p � y � t n n� � z ~ � v � y s v � m m v � m m �� n � ~ � y z �� n n t � y z t � y s y � m ~ z� s y ~ � �� y ~ s� ~ t m � v � y s v � m m v � v � y s � v � y s� t op q r y ~ � ® {� p � � � w̄ x y n m � ® x � � � v �̄ w x s � s ® x � � � z �̄ r {| m m z ~ z m t | ~ y | ~ t s m � � � �p �� s � � p � � �� � � � �� µ â n ¢ ~ � ~ z m t | ~ y | ~ t s � � � ± � � � � � ¢£ � �� p ¢{� �p � � v � �� t n ~� ~ ~ ~ � t� y � m� m ~ n � z t s� t ~ ~ � v n t� n s t � � ~ �� y y ~ � z m n� m � � � y ~� z s n� y � n � t � y � m� m ~ n � t � y � � t� y �m ~ � op w x � n v r � � � � � � � �� � � �� � q� � � � � � p   � � { w �� � � � � �� � � � � �� � � � � � p   � � { w �� � � � � �� � � � � r { | m � z ~� � t r �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �   � � {� �� � � � � � � �� p � w x � n v {� �p � � y � y m� m ~ ~� ~ ~ ~ � m ~� v y v � t n � � | � n n z� v t y � n y �� y m z � y � v m ~� � ~ v � m �� t ~ v � m s t � m ~� v y v � t n � � m ~� v y � m ~� v yv s � op q r v s � ® �� r� ±� w̄ x s � s w x m m m y r {| y t m � � m n s s| ~ y | ~ y y m {� p � �� �} � � �� p � � �� � � � � u� � � p� � � z è ~ � m n s s| ~ y | ~ y y {� �p � � v � �� � � ~� ~ ~ ~ � �� � � m� t � n � z v s� � ~ ~ � v s �� � ~ y � v � m� y � � � � t v � � t � � n� s s y � v s n � �� � � m� t � n � �� � � � �� � �z y op w x y n m z w x � n v ® �� � � � p } � w̄ x t t r { | y v m� � � � � �p �� � � � p � � �� � � � � {� �p � � y � s� ~ v �� z ~ ~ � y ~� ~ � �� t t s � � m �� y � ~ � � n m� v � s � � z m� y z z � s z v � y y v � y m� n n m� s ~ n � y ~� ~ � �� t t s � y ~� ~ z � y ~� ~ zn � op w x y n m z w x t t µ w x � n y ® x � � � y �̄ r { | y � � � � � �p �� � � � p � � �� � � � � {� �p � � y � t� n � ~� ~ ~ ~ � y �� t t z � � z � � y � � t s� m n y � � m n� � ~ m � s s n� t z n � n s �� z � � � y n� n s y � t ~ ~ � y �� t t z� � z � � y �� t n � y �� t n

h U º » À ¾ Â h U º » À ¼ h U º » À ¾ Â h U º » À ¼ h U º » À ¾ Â h U º » À ¼ h U º » À ¾ Â h U º » À ¼ h U º » À ¾ Â h U º » À ¼ h U º » À ¾ Â h U º » À ¼ h U º » À ¾ Â h U º » À ¼ h U º » À ¾ Â h U º » À ¼ h U º » À ¾ Â h U º » À ¼ h U º » À ¾ Â h U º » À ¼ h U º » À ¾ Â h U º » À ¼ h U º » À ¾ Â h U º » À ¼

Ä Å Æ Ç Ä Å È Å É Ê Ë ÌÍ Î Ï Ð Í Î Ï Ñ Ò Ó Æ Å Ô Æ Ç Ô Ä Å Æ Ç Õ Ö × Ø Ù é Û Ü Ý Û Þ Ý ß Ü Û à



 

APPENDIX C 
 

Public Involvement Materials 

 
 



 

 
April 18, 2002 Public Meeting Transcript 
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TEDSITEDSI Project 
Memorandum 

PROJECT: TEDSI JOB NO.: 
Mile 6 West Road 2009-1032-02 

CLIENT: DATE: 
Hidalgo County 08/19/2014 

SUBJECT:  
MAPO Meeting 

FROM:  
Craig Stong, PE 

DISTRIBUTION: 
Raul Lozano (Pct. 1), Griselda Saldivar (TxDOT), Robin Gelston (TxDOT), Ken Merritt (TxDOT), Mary Kelly (Raba
Kistner) 

MAPO Meeting: 

Attendees: 
Craig Stong, TEDSI 
Roy Gonzales, Pct No. 1 Hidalgo County 
Ruben DeLeon, Property Owner, 2801 S. Clavel Ave, Weslaco, TX 78596, (956) 784-4196 
Jesus DeLeon, Property Owner, 3921 Tierra Escondida, Weslaco, TX 78596, (956) 463-3770 
 
Meeting was held at the Precinct No. 1 office with the property owners of for properties located at 2901 N. Westgate Dr. 
(Mile 6 West) and 2713 N. Westgate Dr. (Mile 6 West) located in Weslaco, Texas.  There are potential displacements as 
follows: 

Location Type of Displacement No. 

2713 N. Westgate Dr. (Mile 
6 West Road) 

Residential 1 

2713 N. Westgate Dr. (Mile 
6 West Road) 

Commercial 1 

2901 N. Westgate Dr. (Mile 
6 West Road) 

Apartments 4 Units 

 

Craig Stong explained the purpose of the proposed improvements on Mile 6 West Road was to address the mobility needs 
for the areas from Weslaco north to SH 107.  Craig Stong provided to the property owners the TxDOT Manual on 
Relocation Assistance. 

Craig Stong indicated that no approval has been issued with regard to the schematic or the environmental document.  This 
meeting was being held to provide information to the property owners about the potential purchase of Right-of-Way and 
displacements at this location. 

Craig Stong informed the property owners of the Sept. 18 Public Meeting to be held at the Elementary School at Mile 6W 
and Mile 9N. 

The property owners indicated that they do not have objections to the proposed improvements.  They did indicate that 
they want to be fairly compensated for their property and loss of income from these properties.   

 



 

September 18, 2014 Public Meeting Materials 

 
 









 
 
  

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING 
Mile 6 West Road Improvements 

From Mile 9 North to SH 107 
 
Hidalgo County Precinct #1, in cooperation with the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), will 
hold a public meeting for the proposed widening of Mile 6 West Road in Hidalgo County, Texas.  The 
proposed project consists of reconstructing and widening the existing two-lane Mile 6 West Road to 
four-lanes. To accommodate the widening of the roadway, the existing 60 foot wide right-of-way (ROW) 
would be expanded to 104-feet. The project begins at Mile 9 North and runs north approximately 7.5 
miles to its end point at SH 107. The meeting details are below:  

 
Thursday, September 18, 2014 

Cleckler-Heald Elementary School  
1601 W. Sugar Cane Dr.  

Weslaco, TX 78596 
Open House Period: 5:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. 

Presentation: 6:30 p.m. 
 
The purpose of the proposed project is to improve regional mobility and address traffic congestion and 
safety. The proposed improvements consist of a curb-and-gutter and a rural section. The proposed curb-
and-gutter roadway from Mile 9 North to Mile 11 North, consists of four 12-foot wide travel lanes, a 14-
foot continuous center left turn lane, two 10-foot shoulders and six-foot wide sidewalks on each side of 
the roadway. The proposed rural section from Mile 11 North to SH 107 would consist of four 11-foot 
wide travel lanes and two 8-foot shoulders.  The proposed improvements could require the purchase of 
approximately 33 acres of ROW to provide for a 104-foot wide ROW. One apartment building, two 
residences and one commercial structure would likely be displaced as a result of the proposed project.  
Relocation Assistance is available for those displaced through the County’s relocation assistance program. 
The relocation process would be conducted according to the Title II and Title III of the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970.  Information about relocation benefits and 
services can be obtained at the Hidalgo County Precinct No. 1 office located at 1902 Joe Stephens Ave., 
Weslaco, Texas.  Drainage from Mile 9 to Mile 11 would be accomplished by construction of a storm 
drain system.  Storm water drainage from Mile 11 to SH 107 would be provided via roadside ditches.  
 
All interested citizens are invited to attend this meeting to gather information and provide input 
regarding the proposed project. The design schematic, which shows the proposed improvements, will be 
presented. Maps showing the proposed project’s location, geometric design and typical sections can be 
viewed prior to the presentation during the open house period. Verbal and/or written comments will be 
accepted at the public meeting. Written comments may also be submitted up to 10 days after the public 
meeting, on or prior to September 29, 2014. Comments can be sent by mail to Craig Stong, P.E. at 1201 
East Expressway 83, Mission, Texas 78572, by fax to (956) 424-7022, or by email to CStong@tedsi.com.    
 
Persons interested in attending the meeting who have special communication or accommodation needs 
are encouraged to contact Craig Stong at (956) 424-7898 at least five working days prior to the meeting.   



                        AVISO DE REUNIÓN PÚBLICA 
      Mejoramientos a la calle Mile 6 West (Milla 6) 

        De la calle Mile 9 North (Milla 9) a la Carretera Estatal 107 (SH 107) 
 
 El Precinto #1 del Condado de Hidalgo, en cooperación con el Departamento de Transporte de Texas 
(TxDOT), llevará a cabo una reunión pública para recibir comentarios sobre la propuesta de ampliación 
de la calle Mile 6 West (Milla 6) en el Condado de Hidalgo, Texas.  El proyecto propuesto consiste en  
reconstruir y ampliar la calle Mile 6 West cuatro carriles.  Para acomodar la ampliación de la carretera, el 
derecho de via (ROW) seria expandido de 60 pies de ancho a 104 pies de ancho.  El proyecto comienza 
en la calle Mile 9 North (Milla 9 Norte) y corre hacia el norte aproximadamente 7.5 millas hasta su punto 
final en la Carretera Estatal 107 (SH 107).  Los detalles de la reunión son los siguientes:  
 

jueves, dia 18 de septiembre de 2014 
Cleckler-Heald Elementary School 

1601 W. Sugar Cane Dr. 
Weslaco, TX 78596 

Período de exhibicion: 5:30pm a 6:30pm 
Presentación: 6:30pm 

 
El propósito del proyecto es mejorar la movilidad regional y el congestionamiento de tráfico y seguridad. 
El proyecto consistiría en la carretera urbana propuesta de Milla 9 Norte a Milla 11 Norte de cuatro 
carriles de viaje con amplitud de 12 pies, un carril de izquierda continuo de 14 pies, dos acotamientos de  
10 pies y  aceras de seis pies de ancho a cada lado de la carretera. La propuesta sección rural de Milla 11 
Norte a SH 107 constaría de cuatro carriles de 11 pies de amplio recorrido y dos acotamientos de 8 pies. 
Los mejoramientos propuestos potencialmente requerirían aproximadamente 33 acres de derecho de 
via para proveer 104 pies de ancho.  Un edificio de departamentos, dos residencias y una estructura 
comercial potencialmente podríanser desplazado; como resultado del proyecto propuesto.  Asistencia para 
la reubicación está disponible para las personas desplazadas a través del programa de asistencia de 
reubicación del Condado.  El proceso de reubicación se llevaría a cabo según el título II y título III de las 
políticas de la lay de asistencia uniforme para la reubicación y adquisición de bienes raíces de 1970.  
Información sobre los beneficios, servicios y calendario de adquisición de derecho de via puede obtenerse 
en el Precinto #1  del Condado de Hidalgo ubicado en el 1902 Joe Stephens Ave.,  de la cuidad de Weslaco, 
Texas.  Desagüe dentro de los límites urbanos podría lograrse mediante un sistema de ampliación de 
alcantarillas.  Dentro de los límites rurales de desagüe seria por medio de los canales contiguos de la 
calle.  
  
Todos los ciudadanos interesados están cordialmente invitados a asistir a esta reunión para recabar 
información y proporcionar información sobre el proyecto propuesto.  El esquema de diseño, junto a la 
carretera técnicamente recomendado: mejoras y propuestas relacionadas con las mejorías, se 
presentaran. Mapas de localización del proyecto propuesto, diseño geométrico y secciones típicas 
pueden verse antes de la presentación durante la exhibición viendo el período. Se aceptarán 
comentarios verbales o por escrito en la reunión pública. Observaciones escritas también pueden 
presentarse hasta 10 días después de la reunión pública, en o antes de 29 de septiembre de 2014. 
Comentarios pueden ser enviados por correo a Jose A. Sanchez, P.E. en 1201 East Expressway 83, 
Mission, Texas 78572, por fax al (956) 424-7022, o por correo electrónico a jasanchez@tedsi.com.   
 
La reunión pública se realizará en inglés. Personas interesadas en asistir a la reunión que necesiten 
comunicación especial o necesidades de alojamiento, o necesitan un intérprete, se les anima contactar a 
Jose A. Sanchez al (956) 424-7898 con al menos cinco días hábiles antes de la reunión. Se realizará todos 
los esfuerzos razonables para satisfacer estas necesidades.  



MILE 6W (WESTGATE) IMPROVEMENTS
FROM MILE 9 N (SUGARCANE) TO SH-107

Hidalgo County, Texas  Public Meeting – Sept. 18, 2014
Cleckler-Heald Elementary School



Introduction 

• Project Limits
• Mile 9 North (Sugarcane)
• SH-107

• Introduction of attending Elected Officials
• Introduction of Pct Staff

• Raul Lozano – Chief Administrator
• Roy Gonzales – ROW Agent

• Introduction of PCT Engineer
• Craig F. Stong, PE – TEDSI - Principal in Charge



Project Team – Introduction – Craig Stong

• Consultants
• Craig Stong, PE – TEDSI – Principal in Charge
• Mark Corbitt, PE – TEDSI – Project Manager
• Mary Kelly, PE – RKEI - Environmental

• TxDOT
• Griselda Saldivar, PE – TxDOT Project Manager
• Jorge Espinoza – TxDOT Environmental 



Need and Purpose
Mark Corbitt, PE

• Improve regional mobility by providing for a 
four lane facility from US 83 to SH 107

• Reduce the current and anticipated 
congestion

• Improve the roadway deficiencies (i.e. 
narrow lanes and no shoulders)

• To provide a safer facility for the school 
buses and the traveling public



Mile 6W
Project 
Location



Project Description
• URBAN SECTION – Mile 9 N to Mile 11 N

• Will have Curb & Gutter with a 10-foot wide shoulder 
and two 12-foot wide travel lanes on both sides with 
a 14-foot wide continuous left-turn lane.

• Six-Foot wide sidewalk on both sides
• Storm Sewer System

• RURAL SECTION – Mile 11 N to SH-107
• Will have 8-foot wide shoulder and two 11-foot wide 

travel lanes on both sides.
• Roadside ditches

• Approximately 33-acres of additional right-of-way will be 
required



Existing Roadway Typical Sections



Proposed Urban 
Roadway Typical Sections



Proposed Rural 
Roadway Typical Sections



Environmental Review
Mary Kelly, PE
• Environmental Document will be processed as an Environmental 

Assessment.

• Will include:
• Description of the proposed project
• Need and purpose for the proposed project
• Alternatives discussion
• Potential environmental effects:

• Air and Noise
• Water Resources
• Biology and Endangered Species
• Cultural Resources (Historic and Archeology)
• Hazardous Materials
• Construction Impacts
• Social/Economic Effects



Right-of-Way (ROW) Requirements
• Need 44 to 50 feet of additional ROW for additional 

travel lanes, turn lanes and shoulders
• Right of Way widths

• 104 foot width typical
• 110 foot width at intersections

• 237 parcels of ROW totaling approximately 33 acres
• 3 displacements and 4 relocations
• Project would comply with the Title II and Title III of 

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policy Act of 1970, as amended 



Project Schedule
Mark Corbitt, PE

• Public Meeting – September 18, 2014

• Construction Letting – Pending Scheduling based on Funding Availability

• Construction Time - 24 Month Contract

• Estimated Cost
• $13.0 Million for Mile 9 N to Mile 11 N
• $24.0 Million for Mile 11 N to SH-107



Public Comment
• Verbal and/or written comments will be accepted tonight (Comment 

Box).

• Written comments may also be submitted by:

• Mail to: 
TEDSI Infrastructure Group, Inc.
1201 East Expressway 83
Mission, Texas 78572

• E-mail: Mile6W@tedsi.com

• Fax: (956) 424-7022 

Deadline: Sunday, September 28, 2014



Thank You



Sign-in table for attendees 

Materials available for attendees at sign-in table.  



Exhibits of project displayed for meeting attendees. 

Second set of exhibits of project displayed for meeting attendees. 



Attendees utilize exhibits of project 

Craig Stong, TEDSI, answers attendees questions on project 



Presenters (left to right): Mary Kelly, PE (Raba Kistner Environmental), Mark Corbitt 

(TEDSI), Craig Stong (TEDSI) 

Attendees during presentation 





















telephone conversation 1 of 1 

 

 

PROJECT: TEDSI JOB NO.: 

            
SUBJECT: DATE:  

Mile 6 West  September 22, 2014 
CONVERSATION BETWEEN: 

Laura Diaz and Joe Vasquez from TEDSI 
CONVERSATION: 
The following is our understanding of the subject matter covered in this conversation.  If this differs from your 

understanding, please notify us. 

Ms. Diaz informed me she owns the property at the corner of Mile 14 North and Mile 6 West. 

And wanted to know about the meeting held on September 18, 2014. I informed her it was about improving 
Mile 6 West from its current condition, to a 4 lane roadway with shoulders. She indicated if property would take 
from her. I said Yes and I couldn’t tell her how much, but when the time came a county official would be by 
with an appraised value for her property. I offered to email her pamphlet but she said did not and an email 
account. 

Telephone 
Conversation 



 
From: David Lopez [mailto:dal_man13@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 23, 2014 12:17 PM 
To: Craig Stong 
Subject: RE: Questions about Westgate Expansion 
 
Great. 
Thanks for the info. Question answered. 
 
David Lopez  
Partners in Care, LLC 
2010 E Business Hwy 83; STE B 
Donna, TX. 78537 
(956)351‐5923 Office 
(956)351‐5925 Fax 
(956)778‐5343 Cell 

 
From: CStong@tedsi.com 
To: dal_man13@hotmail.com 
CC: MCorbitt@tedsi.com; mkelly@rkci.com; PublicComment@tedsi.com 
Subject: RE: Questions about Westgate Expansion 
Date: Tue, 23 Sep 2014 17:04:37 +0000 

Mr. Lopez, 
 

Regarding the proposed acquisition of property north of Hidalgo and Cameron County 
Irrigation District No. 9’s canal and south of Mile 10 N, shown below is a summary of the 
proposed property acquisition: 
 

 North of the canal on the east side is the Cotton Estates Subdivision. When this 
subdivision was platted a dedication of right of way on the east side of the roadway 
was made. 

 The alignment of the roadway in this area has been set in order to allow for 
acquisition of approximate equal amounts on both sides. 

 The approximate right of way to be acquired on the west side is 22 ft typically. There 
will be addition area at the intersection with Mile 10 N in order to provide for a 
corner clip at the intersection. 

 
I hope this provides you with the information that you are needing. 
 
Thanks 
 
Craig F. Stong, P.E. 
TEDSI Infrastructure Group 
1201 E. Expressway 83 
Mission, Texas 78572 
Work: (956) 424‐7898 
Fax: (956) 424‐7022 
Cell: (956) 222‐6167 



 
From: David Lopez [mailto:dal_man13@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 22, 2014 9:51 AM 
To: Craig Stong 
Subject: RE: Questions about Westgate Expansion 
 
Thanks for the handouts. 
 
I called your office earlier and left a message. However, I only have one question. 
 
As stated earlier, my family owns some land between mile 9 and mile 10. Specifically 
they own the land that is on the west side of the expansion, just past the canal. Can you 
please tell me, will the land for the expansion be taken from both sides of the existing 
road equally? Or will the expansion be skewed from one side or another? 
 
David Lopez  
Partners in Care, LLC 
2010 E Business Hwy 83; STE B 
Donna, TX. 78537 
(956)351‐5923 Office 
(956)351‐5925 Fax 
(956)778‐5343 Cell 
 

 
From: CStong@tedsi.com 
To: dal_man13@hotmail.com 
CC: MCorbitt@tedsi.com; mkelly@rkci.com 
Subject: RE: Questions about Westgate Expansion 
Date: Mon, 22 Sep 2014 14:32:55 +0000 
 
Mr. Lopez, 
 
I am sorry that you were unable to attend the public meeting. I have attached the 
handout that was provided to all who attended. The location of the proposed land 
acquisition varies depending on the location. Please send me the address of the 
property you are inquiring about. I will then be able to provide the information that you 
are requesting. 
 
Thanks 
 
Craig F. Stong, P.E. 
TEDSI Infrastructure Group 
1201 E. Expressway 83 
Mission, Texas 78572 
Work: (956) 424‐7898 
Fax: (956) 424‐7022 
Cell: (956) 222‐6167 
 

 



 
From: David Lopez [mailto:dal_man13@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 19, 2014 1:47 PM 
To: Craig Stong 
Subject: Questions about Westgate Expansion 
 
Unfortunately, I was unable to attend the meeting the took place last night. My family 
owns some land that will be affected by the expansion. Can you please send over the 
minutes so I may review them? As well, specifically regarding the expansion between 
mile 9 and mile 10 will the land be taken from both sides of the existing road for the 
expansion? 
 
If possible, can you please contact me in regards to this expansion.  
 
Your time is greatly appreciated. 
 
David Lopez 
956‐778‐5343 cell 
Sent from Windows Mail 
 



Comment/Response Table for Mile 6 West Road Public Meeting 

Commenter  Written Comment  Response 

Tony Arroyo 

Supports the project.  He 
wants to be contacted about 
how much land will be 
acquired from him.  

The address given on the comment 
form is not within the project limits.  
Hidalgo County will contact Mr. Arroyo 
to inquire if he owns property along 
Mile 6 West Road and discuss any ROW 
acquisition, if applicable and provide 
him any information requested. 

Esmeralda Lozano  In full support of the project.  Support for the project noted. 

Laura Diaz 

She is a property owner 
within the project limits and 
wanted to know if ROW 
would be required from her 
property.   

In a telephone conversation between 
Ms. Diaz and Joe Vasquez (TEDSI), she 
was told that ROW would be required 
from her property, but the amount was 
unknown at this time, but she would be 
contacted by Hidalgo County officials 
regarding the property acquisition. 

David Lopez 

Stated that his family owns 
property on the west side of 
Mile 6 West Road between 
Mile 9 and Mile 10 and 
wanted to know if ROW was 
needed and if so, how much 
ROW would be necessary and 
if it would be taken equally 
from both sides. 

Mr. Lopez was told that approximately 
22 feet would be required from his 
family’s property and it would be 
equally acquired from both sides except 
that more ROW would be acquired (a 
corner clip) for the intersection at Mile 
10. 



 

May/June 2015 NAOPH Notices and Mailing List

 
 



NAME ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP
AARON & CARMEN SERRATO 11901 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
ABEL & CYNTHIA ALONZO 9411 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
ABELARDO & IRMA RODRIGUEZ 11851 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
ABUNDANT LIFE MINISTRIES 7100 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
ADAN & YOLANDA GARZA 18102 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
ADAN AGUILAR GOMEZ RR 6 BOX 512-0 WESLACO TX 78596
ADAN CABALLERO PO BOX 8037 WESLACO TX 78599
AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY PO BOX 660164 DALLAS TX 75266
AFFORDABLE HOMES OF SOUTH TEXAS INC 1420 ERIE AVE MCALLEN TX 78501
ALDO & LAURA QUINTANILLA 1024 W MILE 14 N WESLACO TX 78599
ALEJANDRINO & MARIA ALVAREZ 10900 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
ALEJANDRO & NORMA RIVERA 5001 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
ALEXANDER R & SONIA LARA 4401 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
ALFONSO FLORES 5259 N MILE 4/5 RD # W WESLACO TX 78596
ALFONSO JUAREZ 214 COLORADO ST WESLACO TX 78596
ALFREDO & FLORESTELA GARATE 11018 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
ANA ELIZABETH CORIA PO BOX 233 MORGAN MN 56266
ANGELITA'S HOLDINGS LLC 17245 N MILE 8 W WESLACO TX 78596
ANTHONY & FLOR CABALLERO 225 E EMIL ST PHARR TX 78577
ANTONIA CADENA 17060 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
ANTONIO & CELSA CASTILLO 1613 SAN VICENTE NORTE WESLACO TX 78596
ANTONIO & MARIA RAMIREZ PO BOX 1927 ELSA TX 78543
ANTONIO & MARIA REYNA PO BOX 1542 WESLACO TX 78599
ANTONIO CASTILLO 1614 SAN VICENTE SUR WESLACO TX 78599
APOLONIA REYES 2155 MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
ARMANDO & IRMA GONZALEZ 10833 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
ARMANDO GARZA 548 N 6TH ST ALAMO TX 78516
ARNULFO & VERONICA CRUZ 1724 W JEFFERSON ST WESLACO TX 78599
ARTURO & BELINDA FERNANDEZ 2701 N MCCOLL RD TRLR C7 MCALLEN TX 78501
ARTURO CERVANTES 416 E SUGAR CANE DR WESLACO TX 78599
ATANACIO & RAQUEL PADILLA 11405 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
AVELINA FLORES ET AL 821 N REPUBLIC ST WESLACO TX 78596
BALDEMAR CAMPOS 200 S CINDY AVE PENITAS TX 78576
BARLIN LTD 107 LAUREL DR. WESLACO TX 78596
BARRY & LINDA DICKERSON 107 LAUREL DR WESLACO TX 78596
BEATRIZ A FLOREZ 5513 SABLE DR WESLACO TX 78599
BELINDA PALOMO 118 POWELL SAN ANTONIO TX 78204
BENITO GARCIA 4212 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
BERNARD BOECKER 1720 W 18TH ST WESLACO TX 78596
BRIGIDO & JACOB LAYTON PO BOX 835 ELSA TX 78543
CANDELARIA GARCIA 9039 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
CARLOS & MARIA RODRIGUEZ 211 S MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
CATALINA GARCIA PO BOX 785 WESLACO TX 78599
CHRISTOVAL JR & GLORIA VILLALPANDO PO BOX 2908 ELSA TX 78543
CLEMENTE SOLIS JR 144 LYON ST MERCEDES TX 78570
CRUZ & ELSA CANTU PO BOX 1545 DONNA TX 78537
CYNTHIA GOMEZ SANCHEZ PO BOX 4065 EDINBURG TX 78540
DAGOBERTO TREVINO 4513 N 4TH ST MCALLEN TX 78504
DALIA & JUAN MANUEL MORALES PO BOX 142 EDCOUCH TX 78538
DAMASO & YESSICA OCHOA FUENTES 1630 W MILE 14 N WESLACO TX 78596
DANIEL & GRACIELA VILLARREAL 5607 SABLE DR WESLACO TX 78599
DANIEL & KARINA TRISTAN 17401 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
DANIEL AYALA 9247 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
DANIEL JR & NORMA DE LEON 5305 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78596
DANIEL PERALEZ 8813 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
DAVID & IRENE CASTILLO 804 E AGOSTADERO ST WESLACO TX 78596
DAVID & JANIE DONAHO 6108 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78596
DEWBRE PETROLEUM CORPORATION 802 N CARANCAHUA ST STE 1800 CORPUS CHRISTI TX 78401
DIANA NOELIA GUZMAN 105 ZAPATA ST WESLACO TX 78599
DIANA PEREZ 937 W MILE 12 1/2 N WESLACO TX 78599
DORA GUERRA PO BOX 1898 WESLACO TX 78599
DORA IBARRA PO BOX 1140 EDCOUCH TX 78538
DORA RODRIGUEZ PO BOX 296 EDCOUCH TX 78538
DR. RAUL CORTES PO BOX 381 PROGRESO TX 78579
DREAM HOMES BY J&J REAL ESTATE CO 509 E PIKE BLVD STE A WESLACO TX 78596
EDELMIRO & BERTHA S CASTILLO 1717 BELINDA DR WESLACO TX 78599
EDELMIRO & LETICIA MARTINEZ 8619 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
EDELMIRO JR & MARY JANE CASTILLO 1806 BELINDA DR WESLACO TX 78599
EDGAR RIOS 2426 CARIANNA AVE MISSION TX 78572
EDUARDO & PASCUALA CASAS PO BOX 141 ELSA TX 78543
EDUARDO C ESCOBEDO CASTILLO 2035 W 12TH MILE N WESLACO TX 78599
EDUVINA CASAS LEAL PO BOX 1937 ELSA TX 78543
EFRAIN & LETICIA GARCIA 4413 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
EL SENDERO DE LA CRUZ CENTRO PO BOX 1093 WESLACO TX 78599

ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS



ELENA & JUAN CALDERA 11700 N MILE 6 RD WESLACO TX 78599
ELENA CAMARILLO CORTES 410 E PRIMROSE AVE LA FERIA TX 78559
ELIAS & ANDREA GARZA 2720 W BUSINESS 83 WESLACO TX 78596
ELIAS QUINTANILLA 9913 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
ELVIRA SALINAS & MARCOS MARTINEZ 9359 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
EMERENCIANA QUEZADA PO BOX 147 LA BLANCA TX 78558
EMILIO TAFOLLA 8301 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
EMMA CAVAZOS 1701 WESTHAVEN DR WESLACO TX 78599
ERASMO & ESMERALDA LOZANO 5015 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
ERICA GONZALEZ VASQUEZ 11960 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
ERIKA U & ROBERT SIFUENTES 5601 SABLE DR WESLACO TX 78599
ERNESTO & JUANITA S BASALDUA 1728 W 10 N WESLACO TX 78596
ESMERALDA & RAFAEL GALAN 18500 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
ESTEBAN & MARIA ESTEVANE 1605 N TEXAS BLVD WESLACO TX 78599
ESTEBAN & MARIA ESTEVANE 1617 MACKENZIE DR WESLACO TX 78599
ESTEBAN PEREZ 1702 W MILE 14 N WESLACO TX 78596
EVANGELINA MIRANDA RR 1 BOX 36017 WESLACO TX 78596
FEDERICO GARCIA PO BOX 97 ELSA TX 78543
FLORENTINO VELA III 1702 CARY ST WESLACO TX 78599
FORTINO ROSALES 11600 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
FRANCISCO & MARIA GARZA PO BOX 914 ELSA TX 78543
FRANCISCO RODRIGUEZ 4411 MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
FRANCISCO VILLARREAL 9919 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
GILBERT AGUIRRE PO BOX 4802 MISSION TX 78573
GILBERTO FLORES ET AL 626 N BRIDGE AVE WESLACO TX 78596
GINGER ROBLES 5519 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
GLORIA TREVINO & FRANCISCO NACIANCENO PO BOX 1299 EDCOUCH TX 78538
GREGORIO AYALA PO BOX 839 WESLACO TX 78599
GRICELDA VILLARREAL & TERESO AYALA PO BOX 433 ELSA TX 78543
GUADALUPE & MIREYDA OJEDA FIGUEROA 6404 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
GUADALUPE & SYLVIA P GARCIA 13206 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
GUADALUPE OROCIO 8349 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
GUILLERMO & JENNIFER VARGAS 4923 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
HERMINIO & ESMERALDA ADAME 116 BAHIA ST UNIT 12 MISSION TX 78572
HIDALGO COUNTY PO BOX 1356 EDINBURG TX 78540
HIDALGO COUNTY DRAINAGE DIST #1 902 N DOOLITTLE RD EDINBURG TX 78542
HILDA RODRIGUEZ PO BOX 1031 WESLACO TX 78599
IGNACIO GARCIA 17325 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
IGNACIO PERALEZ 111 W PAISANO LN WESLACO TX 78599
IRMA HERNANDEZ PO BOX 204 ELSA TX 78543
ISABEL & ELVIRA PERALEZ 9815 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
ISIDRO JR & RAMONA MEDRANO 7623 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
JAIME & NORMA LARA PO BOX 2731 ELSA TX 78543
JAIME & SUSANA GARCIA 4220 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
JAIME GONZALEZ PO BOX 194 WESLACO TX 78599
JAIME J MUNOZ PO BOX 47 SAN JUAN TX 78589
JESSICA IRIS CASAS 18015 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
JESUS & ANITA VILLA PO BOX 564 WESLACO TX 78599
JESUS DE LEON PO BOX 8308 WESLACO TX 78599
JESUS JARAMILLO 5425 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
JOEL MORALES 18201 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
JOHN CHARLESTON 15915 VENTURA BLVD ENCINO CA 91436
JOSE & ANA CELIA GUTIERREZ PO BOX 4090 EDCOUCH TX 78538
JOSE & GRACIELA VILLALPANDO PO BOX 1257 ELSA TX 78543
JOSE & MARIA PINA 4409 BENTLY DR WESLACO TX 78599
JOSE & MELISSA ANNE ESQUIVEL RICKY 1 SUB MILE 6 LT LOT 1 ELSA TX 78543
JOSE & REYNA MONTIEL 10700 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
JOSE & SARAI DAVILA PO BOX 4088 EDCOUCH TX 78538
JOSE A GUERRA PACHECO 3208 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
JOSE A PEREZ 11404 POLLYANNA AVE AUSTIN TX 78753
JOSE ARMANDO & LISA FLORES 9803 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
JOSE ELOY VELA PO BOX 531888 HARLINGEN TX 78553
JOSE GARCIA 8711 BAMBOO ST DONNA TX 78537
JOSE GAYTAN & BEATRIZ RICO 5223 N MILE 5 1/2 W WESLACO TX 78599
JOSE O & MARIA DC C LOREDO 11109 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
JOSIE VILLARREAL PO BOX 300891 ARLINGTON TX 76007
JOVITA & TOMAS GARCIA 6810 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
JUAN & ELENA CORONADO 10401 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
JUAN & ELIZABETH AGUILAR 1210 JUDI ST WESLACO TX 78599
JUAN & ESMERALDA CASTILLO 5613 DATE PALM DR WESLACO TX 78596
JUAN & GUADALUPE GARCIA 620 S TEXAS BLVD WESLACO TX 78596
JUAN & MARIA CONCEPCION REYNERO 101 ZAPATA ST WESLACO TX 78599
JUAN & MINERVA BALDERAS 9225 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
JUAN & OFELIA GARZA 4208 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
JUAN & REBECCA CANTU 8417 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
JUAN & ROSE MARY GUERRA 10308 N 6 W WESLACO TX 78596



JUAN ANTONIO HINOJOSA 8002 ELK GLADE CONVERSE TX 78109
JUAN JR & HERLINDA MEDRANO PO BOX 2396 ELSA TX 78543
JUAN M & PATRICIA M PEREZ PO BOX 434 EDCOUCH TX 78538
JUAN TAMEZ 2410 HIGHLAND DR WESLACO TX 78599
JULIA CASTILLO 1609 SAN VICENTE NORTE WESLACO TX 78596
JULIO CESAR & MARIA GARCES 3017 E 25TH ST WESLACO TX 78596
JUVENTINO JR & LYDIA ALVAREZ 734 JUANITA ST DONNA TX 78537
KENNETH & MARK WILKINS PO BOX 3609 MCALLEN TX 78502
KENNETH JR & CAROLYN FAIRES LIVING TRUST 7828 E MILE 17 1/2 RD EDINBURG TX 78542
LEONEL GOMEZ PO BOX 212 ELSA TX 78543
LEONIDES TELLES RR 1 BOX 506E WESLACO TX 78596
LIANA LEAL & ZELEK GARCIA & OMAR & YURIDIA GARCIA PO BOX 252 EDCOUCH TX 78538
LINDA LOPEZ 2011 PARK AVE SAINT LOUIS MO 63104
LORENZO & NORA ELIA PEREZ 18127 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
LORENZO RODRIGUEZ 905 ALVE ST DONNA TX 78537
LUCERO MELGOZA 21784 FM 88 EDCOUCH TX 78538
LUCIANO G & ANITA S GARZA 1416 W BUSINESS HIGHWAY 83 DONNA TX 78537
LUCIO & ALICIA RAMIREZ 11014 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
LUIS & AMELIA MARTINEZ 2317 MOBILE ST MCALLEN TX 78501
MAIRA ISELDA LOPEZ 8115 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
MANUEL & MATILDE GARCIA 5107 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
MANUEL & MONICA GARCES 17111 SPERRY LANDING DR HOUSTON TX 77095
MANUEL AYALA 6555 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
MARCO A & MARICELA TERRAZAS PO BOX 801 PROGRESO TX 78579
MARIA & MARTIN IBARRA 9539 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
MARIA & PETRA VASQUEZ 7304 SAINT MARIE DR PHARR TX 78577
MARIA BERNAL PO BOX 1512 ELSA TX 78543
MARIA DE LOS ANGELES GARCIA 306 LINDALE DR BROWNSVILLE TX 78521
MARIA TRINIDAD PERALEZ 8207 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
MARIO PERALEZ 7805 CRUZ ROCHA SR DR WESLACO TX 78599
MARTHA & MACARIO MONTELONGO 2017 W DALLAS DR WESLACO TX 78599
MARTHA & MIRTA GARCIA 10630 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
MARTHA & PATRICIA GARCIA 17317 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
MARTIN & JUANITA MONTES 6815 A ST MERCEDES TX 78570
MARTIN MENDOZA JR 110017 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
MEDELFISH LTD PO BOX 8186 WESLACO TX 78599
MICHAEL PINEDA 2511 S OKLAHOMA AVE WESLACO TX 78596
MIGUEL & MARTHA CARREON 1709 W MILE 13 1/2 N WESLACO TX 78599
MIGUEL & MARY RIOS 54823 SINK RD DOWAGIAC MI 49047
MIGUEL & RENE P BALBOA 17112 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
MIGUEL & YOLANDA GARCIA RR 1 BOX 403J WESLACO TX 78596
MIGUEL DEGOLLADO 18056 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
MINISTERIO CRISTIANO GETSEMANI INC 15510 GARZA ST WESLACO TX 78599
MORENO JOSE FRANCISCO ALVARADO & BEATRIZ H RODRIGUEZ 18103 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
MYRA MAE BELCHER 813 W SUGAR CANE DR WESLACO TX 78599
NAHYELI & NORBERTO PERAZA PACHECO 8200 BEACH DR DONNA TX 78537
NICANOR ELIZONDO 9517 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
NOE GONZALEZ 1115 N 171ST EAST AVE TULSA OK 74116
NOEL & DORA A VILLARREAL 4405 BENTLY DR WESLACO TX 78599
NOEMI ROSALES PO BOX 2586 ELSA TX 78543
OFELIA GARZA PO BOX 1985 ELSA TX 78543
OLGA LYDIA SANCHEZ PO BOX 324 WESLACO TX 78599
OLGA P ENRIQUEZ 5359 FREDERICKSBURG RD APT 511 SAN ANTONIO TX 78229
OLVERA FELIPE 10705 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
OMAR CORTEZ 5507 SABLE DR WESLACO TX 78599
OSCAR & ALMA ROSA MARTINEZ PO BOX 653 LYFORD TX 78569
OSCAR & ALMA ROSA MARTINEZ 11201 N MILE 6 WESLACO TX 78599
OSCAR & QUETA GARCIA 9609 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
OSCAR LIMAS PO BOX 2647 ELSA TX 78543
PABLO & PABLO JR SANTILLAN 9151 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
PABLO & ROSALINDA JUAREZ PO BOX 1142 ELSA TX 78543
PEDRO & LAURA VILLEGAS 10716 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
PEDRO & MARIA QUINTANILLA 5607 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
PEDRO JR & PATRICIA QUINTANILLA RR 1 BOX 367 WESLACO TX 78599
PEDRO MARTINEZ 15700 SERVANDO BARRERA ST WESLACO TX 78599
PEDRO QUINTANILLA 1004 SUNSET STREET SAN JUAN TX 78589
PEDRO TAFOLLA 8325 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
PETRA ANDERSON 17331 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
PORFIRIO LIMAS PO BOX 1196 ELSA TX 78543
PORFIRIO LIMAS JR PO BOX 1272 ELSA TX 78543
PRISCILLA CASTILLO PO BOX 301268 ARLINGTON TX 76007
PRISCILLA EUNICE CASARES PO BOX 1207 ELSA TX 78543
RAFAEL & SANDRA R PACHECO OLIVAS 10514 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
RAMON & GLORIA NAVARRO 4240 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
RANULFO & MARIA VASQUEZ 8700 MEL C GRAY WESLACO TX 78599
RAUL & MARY LOU CANTU PO BOX 2414 ELSA TX 78543



RAUL GUERRA 602 N. LOUISIANA AVENUE WESLACO TX 78596
RAUL LOPEZ 9216 S MARQUETTE AVE CHICAGO IL 60617
REYNALDO & IRMA RODRIGUEZ PO BOX 2687 ELSA TX 78543
REYNALDO & YOLANDA TREVINO 9133 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
RGV CENTEX MANAGEMENT LLC PO BOX 1958 MISSION TX 78573
RICARDO & ANGIE C ROMO 1618 MACKENZIE DR WESLACO TX 78599
RICARDO & DEBORAH & HERMELINDA GUERRA 6700 N MILE 3 1/2 W WESLACO TX 78599
RICARDO GUERRA 2909 W IRIS AVE MCALLEN TX 78501
RICHARD & JAMES VOS 1513 EDGEWOOD DR WESLACO TX 78596
ROBERT & MARIA CHAVEZ PO BOX 1562 WESLACO TX 78599
ROBERTO & EZEQUIEL GUTIERREZ 10553 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
ROBERTO & VILMA RODRIGUEZ PO BOX 1785 WESLACO TX 78599
ROBERTO JR & LUCIA VALLADARES PO BOX 332 WESLACO TX 78599
ROBERTO PENA 5919 LA QUINTA LN WESLACO TX 78599
ROBERTO VALDEZ 602 COUNTRYSIDE DR WESLACO TX 78599
RODRIGO & VIVIANA DAVILA 10813 CHAPA DR MERCEDES TX 78570
ROEL & PATRICIA CARREON 2000A WESTHAVEN DR WESLACO TX 78599
ROEL FLORES 2413 SENDERO AVE PALMHURST TX 78573
ROLANDO & SUSANA PENA 960 W MILE 15 N WESLACO TX 78599
ROLANDO SAENZ 2911 E PIKE BLVD WESLACO TX 78599
RUBEN & VERONICA E PENA 17245 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
RUPERTO HINOJOSA JR 17018 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
SABRINA GARZA PO BOX 2278 ELSA TX 78543
SALVADOR & ELVIA LARA 9335 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
SALVADOR & MARIA GARZA 17339 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
SALVADOR AYALA 6809 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
SALVADOR JR & LAURA DIAZ 17019 DIAZ ST WESLACO TX 78599
SAMANTHA E VILLARREAL 1620 E MILE 10 N WESLACO TX 78596
SAMUEL & MARIA ESMERLDA LOPEZ 311 W MERIDA ST WESLACO TX 78599
SAMUEL GAMEZ PO BOX 1133 WESLACO TX 78599
SANCHEZ ANGELICA GALINDO 6503 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
SANDRA P HIGGINS 4601 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78596
SERGIO & DENYS GUERRA 1203 CHARLENE AVE WESLACO TX 78599
SERGIO PEREZ 915 ALTA VISTA DR ALAMO TX 78516
SILVIO HECTOR & ANGELICA CARDOSA 2710 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
SOLEDAD & MELBA AYALA RODRIGUEZ PO BOX 142 PROGRESO TX 78579
SOUTH TEXAS ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE INC PO BOX 119 NURSERY TX 77976
SYLVIA RODRIGUEZ 6412 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
TOMAS & MARY LOU GARZA CANTU 6643 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78596
TONY ARROYO 11854 MILE 1 W MERCEDES TX 78570
UTAH DICKERSON FAMILY LTD 1617 MISTY LN WESLACO TX 78596
VERONICA ESQUIVEL 1706 STUART RD WESLACO TX 78599
VIRGINIA Y HERNANDEZ LOZANO 1211 JUDI ST WESLACO TX 78599
VOS INV FAMILY LTD PARTNERSHIP 2314 W MILE 12 N WESLACO TX 78599
WADE BLISS 1721 ANN ST EDINBURG TX 78539
WESLACO IND SCHOOL DIST 312 W 5TH ST WESLACO TX 78596
WILLIAM RAE NELSON 2613 WILDWOOD DR WESLACO TX 78596
YOLANDA BURNIAS 5306 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
YOLANDA CASTILLO RIOS 5027 N WESTGATE DR WESLACO TX 78599
YOLANDA MARIN 9617 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
ZULEMA & JUAN DE LEON 10901 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599
ZULEMA CAZARES 11800 N MILE 6 W WESLACO TX 78599

AGENCY NAME ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP
Weslaco ISD David Lee Fuentes, President 319 W. Fourth Street Weslaco TX 78596
Weslaco ISD Dr. Richard Rivera, Vice President 319 W. Fourth Street Weslaco TX 78596
Weslaco ISD Oscar Caballero, Trustee 319 W. Fourth Street Weslaco TX 78596
Weslaco ISD Andrew Gonzalez, Trustee 319 W. Fourth Street Weslaco TX 78596
Weslaco ISD Adrian Gonzalez, Secretary 319 W. Fourth Street Weslaco TX 78596
Weslaco ISD Isidoro Nieto, Trustee 319 W. Fourth Street Weslaco TX 78596
Weslaco ISD Erasmo Lopez, Trustee 319 W. Fourth Street Weslaco TX 78596
City of Weslaco David Suarez, Mayor 255 S. Kansas Ave. Weslaco TX 78596
City of Weslaco Greg Kerr, Commissioner 255 S. Kansas Ave. Weslaco TX 78596
City of Weslaco David Fox, Commissioner 255 S. Kansas Ave. Weslaco TX 78596
City of Weslaco Olga Noriega, Mayor Pro-Tem 255 S. Kansas Ave. Weslaco TX 78596
City of Weslaco Gerardo "Jerry" Tafolla, Commissioner 255 S. Kansas Ave. Weslaco TX 78596
City of Weslaco Lupe V. Rivera, Commissioner 255 S. Kansas Ave. Weslaco TX 78596
City of Weslaco Fidel L. Pena, Commissioner 255 S. Kansas Ave. Weslaco TX 78596
City of Weslaco Mike Perez, City Manager 255 S. Kansas Ave. Weslaco TX 78596
Irrigation District #9 Ronnie Winston PO Box 237 / 2304 North FM 491 Mercedes TX 78570
State Rep Armando Martinez 800 W. Railroad St. Room H-111 Weslaco  TX 78596
Commissioner Pct. 1 Office Mari Gutierrez, Executive Assistant 1902 Joe Stephens, Ste. 101 Weslaco TX 78596

PUBLIC OFFICIALS



 
 
  

NOTICE AFFORDING AN OPPORTUNITY 
FOR 

 PUBLIC HEARING 
 

Mile 6 W Road Improvements 
From Mile 9 North Road to SH-107 

 
The County of Hidalgo, Precinct No. 1 in conjunction with the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is 
proposing to widen Mile 6 West (W) Road from Mile 9 North (N) Road to State Highway (SH)-107 in Hidalgo County, 
Texas.  The purpose of the proposed project is to reduce congestion and enhance safety by accommodating traffic 
volumes which are expected to increase on Mile 6 W Road in the next 20 years.  The total distance of the proposed 
project is approximately 7.5 miles.  The existing facility consists of one travel lane in each direction.  The existing 
right-of-way (ROW) width varies from approximately 60 to 76 feet.  The proposed first phase of Mile 6 W Road, from 
Mile 9 N Road to Mile 11 N Road, will consist of a curb and gutter section with four 12-foot wide travel lanes, a 14-
foot wide continuous left-turn lane, two 10-foot wide outside shoulders and an underground storm sewer drainage 
system.  Six-foot wide sidewalks are proposed on each side of the roadway.  The proposed second phase of Mile 6 
W Road, from Mile 11 N Road to SH-107, will consist of four 11- foot wide travel lanes, two 8-foot wide outside 
shoulders and roadside drainage ditches. The proposed ROW width will be 104 to 110 ft wide for both project 
phases.  The proposed improvements would require approximately 32.84 acres of additional ROW on 237 parcels.  
The proposed project would displace one business, one multi-family facility and one resident.  Information concerning 
services and benefits available to affected property owners and information about the tentative schedule for right-of-
way acquisition may be obtained from the Hidalgo County Precinct No. 1 Office located at 1902 Joe Stephens 
Avenue, Weslaco, Texas 78596.  The proposed project does not encroach on any floodplain. 
 
Maps showing the project location and design, environmental document, tentative construction schedules, and other 
information relative to the project are on file and available for inspection Monday through Friday between the hours of 
8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. at Hidalgo County Precinct No. 1 Office. 
 
Any interested citizen may request a public hearing covering the social, economic and environmental effects of the 
proposed location and design for this project.  Requests for a public hearing must be submitted in writing on or before 
June 9, 2015, to the Hidalgo County Precinct No. 1 Office, to the attention of Mr. Daniel Rodriguez.  If you have 
general questions or concerns regarding the proposed project, you may contact Mr. Daniel Rodriguez at (956) 968-
8733.  In the event a public hearing is requested, one will be scheduled and notices about the hearing date and 
location will be published. 
 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable Federal environmental laws for this 
project are being, or have been, carried-out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327 and a Memorandum of 
Understanding dated December 16, 2014, and executed by Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. 
 



AVISO DE OPORTUNIDAD 

PARA 
COMENTARIOS DEL PÚBLICO 

  
Mejoras en carretera “Mile 6 W Road” 

De Mile 9 N Road a SH-107 
 
El Condado de Hidalgo, Distrito No 1 en cooperación con el Departamento de Transporte de Texas (TxDOT) propone ampliar el 
camino denominado “Mile 6 W Road”  desde la “Mile 9 North Road” hasta la carretera “SH-107” en el Condado de Hidalgo, 
Texas. El principal objetivo de estas mejoras es disminuir los niveles de congestión y aumentar la seguridad de los 
automovilistas ante los incrementos de tráfico futuros esperados en los próximos veinte años. La distancia total del proyecto 
propuesto es de aproximadamente 7.5 millas. La carretera actual está formada por dos carriles de circulación, un carril en cada 
sentido. El derecho de vía existente varía desde aproximadamente 60 a 76 pies. La primera fase propuesta de la ampliación de 
la carretera “Mile 6 W Road”, inicia en la  “Mile 9 N Road” y llega hasta la “Mile 11 N Road”. Esta primera fase consistirá en una 
sección urbana, ampliada a cuatro carriles de circulación de 12 pies cada uno (dos en cada sentido de circulación), un carril 
central continuo  exclusivo para giros de izquierda de 14 pies de ancho, dos acotamientos exteriores de 10 pies de ancho y un 
sistema de drenaje pluvial subterráneo con bordillos y cunetas para llevar el agua pluvial a los correspondientes puntos de 
desagüe. Se proponen además banquetas de seis pies de ancho en ambos lados del camino.  La segunda fase propuesta de 
ampliación de la “Mile 6 W Road”, comienza a partir de la “Mile 11 N Road” y finaliza en la carretera “SH-107”. En esta fase se 
construirá una sección rural la cual estará formada por cuatro carriles de circulación de de 11 pies de ancho cada uno, dos 
acotamientos exteriores de 8 pies de ancho, el drenaje se hará a través de canales laterales de tierra. El derecho de vía 
propuesto varía desde 104 hasta 110 pies de ancho.  Las propuestas de ampliación y mejoras requerirían la adquisición de 237 
parcelas, con un total aproximado de  32.84 acres. El proyecto propuesto desplazaría solamente a un negocio, una instalación 
multifamiliar y la reubicación de un residente. Los estudios para la adquisición del derecho de vía adicional necesario se hicieron 
tratando de minimizar las afectaciones a los habitantes de la zona. Información sobre el programa de asistencia para la 
reubicación del Departamento de Transporte de Texas (TxDOT), beneficios y servicios para las personas afectadas,  así como 
también el programa tentativo para la adquisición de Derecho de Vía  puede ser obtenida en la Oficina del Condado de Hidalgo. 
Asistencia para la relocalización de personas y negocios esta también disponible en la antes mencionada oficina. El proyecto de 
ampliación y mejoras de la “Mile 6 N Road” no invade ninguna zona de inundación o zonas protegidas.  
  
El mapa de localización del proyecto, y la propuesta de diseño, documento de impacto ambiental, programas tentativos de 
construcción, y otra información relativa al proyecto se encuentra archivados y disponibles para la inspección del público 
interesado de lunes a viernes entre las horas de 8:00 a 5:00 en la Oficina del Distrito No 1 del Condado de Hidalgo, ubicada en 
1902 Joe Stephens Ave., Weslaco, Tx 78596. 

 
Cualquier ciudadano interesado puede solicitar una audiencia pública sobre los efectos sociales, económicos y ambientales de 
la ubicación propuesta y diseño de este proyecto. Las solicitudes para una audiencia pública deben presentarse por escrito a 
mas tardar junio, 9, 2015, en la oficina del Condado de Hidalgo Distrito No 1, dirigida al Sr. Daniel Rodríguez, 1902 Joe 
Stephens Ave., Weslaco, Tx 78596. Si usted tiene preguntas o preocupaciones en relación con el proyecto propuesto, puede 
comunicarse también vía telefónica con el Sr. Daniel Rodríguez al (956) 968-8733. En caso de que una audiencia pública se 
requiera se programara y se dará aviso sobre la fecha de la audiencia y la ubicación será publicada. 
 
La revisión de impacto ambiental, consultas y otras acciones requeridas por las leyes ambientales federales aplicables para este 

proyecto están siendo o han sido, llevadas a cabo por TxDOT-en virtud del 23 U.S.C. 327 y  Memorando de Entendimiento 

fechado el 16 de diciembre de 2014, y ejecutado por la Administración Federal de Carreteras (FHWA) y el Departamento de 

Transporte de Texas (TxDOT).  
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MEMORANDUM
Texas

Deparbnent
of Transportation

TO: 850 File, CRM Project file

District: Pharr
County: Hidalgo
CSJ#: 0921 -02-1 68
Highway: Mile 6 West
Project Limits: SH 107 to Mile 9
Project Description: Stipulation VI, Appendix 4, Reconstruct and widen to 4 lanes, 34.6 acres of
new ROW, no historic resources present and no potential for adverse effect.

FROM: Summer Chandler DATE: January 26, 2011

SUBJECT: Internal review under the Programmatic Agreement (PA-TU) among the Federal
Highway Administration, Texas State Historic Preservation Officer, Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, and the Texas Department of Transportation; and the
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Texas Historical Commission and
the Texas Department of Transportation

Existing Conditions:

The existing facility is a two-lane roadway with two ten foot wide travel lanes and no shoulder.
Proposed Project:

The proposed project would widen the existing roadway between SI-I 107 and Mile 9 by adding
two additional lanes and expanding all four lanes to 11 feet with 8 foot shoulders. The total
length of the project is approximately 7.5 miles. Approximately 34.6 acres of new right of way
(ROW) would be required for the proposed improvements, with a total ROW width of 104 feet.
Stipulation VI, Appendix 4:

A review of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) the list of State Archeological
Landmarks (SAL), and the list of Recorded Texas Historic Landmarks (RTHL) indicated that no
historically significant resources have been previously documented within the area of potential
effects (APE). It has been determined through consultation with the State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) that the APE for the proposed project is 150 feet from the proposed ROW. In
addition, there are no Official State Historical Markers (OSHM) in the APE.

Reconnaissance survey documented 95 historic-age resources on 33 properties within a 1966
cut-off date. The resources include 56 Agricultural, 36 Domestic, 2 Industrial, and I
Commercial. All of the historic-age resources were found not eligible for the NRHP. They are
common architectural examples that have under gone changes, such as being moved to the
area outside of the historic period of significance or had major additions, that have compromised
their integrity of design, materials, and workmanship. Also, they do not have significance
related to the agricultural context of the area. Much of the area has seen considerable growth
of modern suburban development which has compromised the setting, feeling and association
within the period of significance, 1903-65 (see attached survey). It is also for these reasons that
no rural historic district is present. The landscape has seen numerous changes as it is
transitioning from a traditional agricultural landscape to that of a suburban one.



CSJ 0921-02-168
Mile 6 West from SH 107 to Mile 9 -2- January 26, 2011

Furthermore, of the agricultural resources documented in the reconnaissance survey, many
were components of the Hidalgo and Cameron County Irrigation District No. 9 (Mercedes). This
system was previously determined not eligible for the NRHP, because of lack of integrity. The
THC concurred with this finding on November 1,2010 (see concurrence letter for CSJ 0921-02-
169 for further details.)

Determination of Effects:

As there are no properties within the APE that are NRHP and RTHL listed or eligible resources,
TxDOT has determined that there will be no adverse effects. This project also does not pose
indirect or cumulative effects to any eligible NRHP resources.

Therefore, Pursuant to Stipulation VI, Appendix 4 “Undertakings Not Requiring SHPO Review”
of the First Amended Statewide Programmatic Agreement for Cultural Resources, (PA-TU)
between the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Texas State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the Texas Department of
Transportation (TxDOT) and the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), TxDOT Historians
have determined that the proposed action will not adversely affect historic properties and that
the proposed undertaking would have no reasonably foreseeable adverse effects that may
occur later in time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative. Therefore, individual
project coordination with SHPO is not required.

Leader Reviewer / for TxDOT 27
Mario Sanchez Date

Approved by S for TxDOT / & / 6

Bruce J’j~jr Date

Cc: Robin Gelston, Pharr District

Sonya Hernandez, EN V-PD







geane~a~4ts~j

MEMORANDUM
Texas

Department
of Transportation

TO: 850 File, Various Road Projects, Various CSJs, Various Districts

FROM: Scoff Pletka, Ph.D. DATE: February 9, 2011

SUBJECT: Internal review under the First Amended Programmatic Agreement Among the
Federal Highway Administration, the Texas Department of Transportation, the
Texas State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation Regarding the Implementation of Transportation Undertakings (PA
TU), and internal review under the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
Between the Texas Historical Commission and the Texas Department of
Transportation

Attached are the lists of projects reviewed internally by qualified TxDOT archeologists from
2/3/11 to 2/9/11. These projects either do not warrant survey as a result of a low probability of
encountering archeological historic properties and State Archeological Landmarks, or the
projects were inspected by survey or impact evaluation and do not warrant further work. As
provided under the PA-TU, consultation with the Texas State Historic Preservation Officer is not
necessary for these undertakings. As provided under the MOU, the proposed projects do not
require individual coordination with the Texas Historical Commission.

Fc~FH59~DO~~
Date....?- 7-Zo-,/

Attachment

cc: ETS Data Entry; PM; ENV_ARC; PA File;

t:\ts\arch~internal review memos~clean templates-internal review memos\internal review list memo no
properties.doc



Page: lof I ETS
ARCHEOLOGICAL COORDINATiON

Projects that do not warrant Archeolociical Suivey
(Section 106 and ANTIQUITIES CODE OF TEXAS)

From: 2/3/2011 To: 2/9/2011

*F30ff20 *FlOfflO

COUNTY DISTRICT PROJECT CSJ Concur, no Unable to
Vu r work Concur

Bastrop ustin SH 71 0265-04-057
Dallas Dallas Danieldale Road 0918-45-853
Falls Waco CR 247 0909-36-028
Harris Houston SH 288 091 2-00-262
Hidalgo Pharr Mile 6 West 0921 -02-168
Van Zandt Tyler CR 2801 0910-12-058
Willacy Pharr CR 333 0921 -27-033

Number of Projects: 7

Date 2-2- eat,

















 
Bryan W. Shaw, Ph.D., P.E., Chairman 
Toby Baker, Commissioner 
Jon Niermann, Commissioner 
Richard A. Hyde, P.E., Executive Director 
 

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
Protecting Texas by Reducing and Preventing Pollution 

P.O. Box 13087   •   Austin, Texas 78711-3087   •   512-239-1000   •   tceq.texas.gov 
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November 19, 2015 

 
 
 
Michael R. Chavez 
Texas Department of Transportation 
125 E. 11th Street  
Austin, Texas 78701 
VIA: Mike.Chavez@txdot.gov 
 
Re: TCEQ NEPA Request #2015-303, CSJs: 0921-02-168, 0921-02-26, City of Pharr, Hidalgo 
County 
 
Dear Mr. Chavez: 
 
The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) has reviewed the above-referenced 
project and offers the following comments: 
 
A review of the project for general conformity impact in accordance with 40 CFR Part 93 
indicates that the proposed action is located in Hidalgo County, which is currently unclassified 
or in attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for all six criteria air pollutants.  
Therefore, general conformity rules do not apply. 
 
The management of industrial and hazardous waste at the site including waste treatment, 
processing, storage and/or disposal is subject to state and federal regulations.  Construction and 
Demolition waste must be sent for recycling or disposal at a facility authorized by the 
TCEQ.  Special waste authorization may be required for the disposal of asbestos containing 
material. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. If you have any questions, please contact 
the agency NEPA Coordinator, at (512) 239-3500 or NEPA@tceq.texas.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Mark Harmon 
Division Director 
Intergovernmental Relations  
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APPENDIX E: Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species Potentially Occurring in Hidalgo County, Texas 
Mile 6 West Road Environmental Assessment 

Hidalgo County, Texas (CSJ: 0921‐02‐168 and 0921‐02‐286) 
 

Common, 
Scientific, Status 

Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Habitat Description 

EO ID # from TXNDD 
Recorded Occurrences 
within 1.5 miles of the 

project area 

Potential 
Habitat 

Effect on 
Species 

Pertinent Information BMPs To Be Implemented 

AMPHIBIANS  

Black‐spotted 
newt 
Notophthalmus 
meridionalis 
 

‐‐ ST This species can be found in 
wet or sometimes wet areas, 
such as arroyos, canals, 
ditches, or even shallow 
depressions; aestivates in 
the ground during dry 
periods; Gulf Coastal Plain 
south of the San Antonio 
River. 

No Record Potential 
habitat 
present 

May 
Impact 

This species may occur in 
roadside drainage ditches 
or irrigation features.  
The project would cross 
15 drainage ditches and 
three elevated irrigation 
canals. The culvert 
construction at the 
drainage ditch crossings 
may impact this species. 

Ditches / canals would be 
surveyed for amphibians 
immediately before construction 
activities. Conduct visual or a 
combination of visual/ audio 
surveys for the presence of 
amphibians before construction 
activities. TPWD permitted 
biologist should be present at 
the time of excavation of 
drainage ditches and irrigation 
canals. 

Mexican treefrog 
Smilisca baudinii 

‐‐ ST This species occurs in 
lowland areas. It inhabits 
moist tree bark, 
underground burrows, and 
other moist areas associated 
with woodlands or brush. 

No Record No No Impact There are no woodlands 
and limited brush located 
within the project area.  
Furthermore, habitat 
alongside the ROW is 
dominated by mowed 
grasses and does not 
provide suitable habitat 
for the tree frog. 

‐‐ 

Sheep frog 
Hypopachus 
variolosus 

‐‐ 
 

ST This species is a medium 
sized frog that inhabits 
grasslands, savannas, and 
woodland margins, where it 
burrows under fallen trees, 
debris, or anything that may 
retain soil moisture. 

No Record Potential 
habitat 
present 

May 
Impact 

The project would cross 
canal structures that 
provide moist habitat 
that may be used by this 
species.  The proposed 
project would minimally 
impact the drainage 
ditches and elevated 
irrigation canals. 

Ditches / canals would be 
surveyed for amphibians 
immediately before construction 
activities. Conduct visual or a 
combination of visual/ audio 
surveys for the presence of 
amphibians before construction 
activities. TPWD permitted 
biologist should be present at 
the time of excavation of 
drainage ditches and irrigation 
canals. 
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Hidalgo County, Texas (CSJ: 0921‐02‐168 and 0921‐02‐286) 
 

Common, 
Scientific, Status 

Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Habitat Description 

EO ID # from TXNDD 
Recorded Occurrences 
within 1.5 miles of the 

project area 

Potential 
Habitat 

Effect on 
Species 

Pertinent Information BMPs To Be Implemented 

South Texas siren 
(large form) 
Siren intermedia 

‐‐ ST This species occurs in wet or 
sometimes wet areas, such 
as arroyos, canals, ditches, 
or even shallow depressions; 
aestivates in the ground 
during dry periods, but does 
require some moisture to 
remain; southern Texas 
south of Balcones 
Escarpment; breeds 
February‐June. 

No Record Potential 
habitat 
present 

May 
Impact 

The project would cross 
canal structures that 
provide moist habitat 
that may be used by this 
species.  The proposed 
project would minimally 
impact the drainage 
ditches and elevated 
irrigation canals. 

Ditches / canals would be 
surveyed for amphibians 
immediately before construction 
activities. Conduct visual or a 
combination of visual/ audio 
surveys for the presence of 
amphibians before construction 
activities. TPWD permitted 
biologist should be present at 
the time of excavation of 
drainage ditches and irrigation 
canals. 

White‐lipped frog 
Leptodactylus 
fragilis 

‐‐ ST This is a tropical frog that 
reaches the northern limit of 
its range in the Rio Grande 
Valley. The species lives in a 
variety of habitats, including 
grasslands, irrigated fields, 
drainage ditches, and 
depressions. 

No Record Potential 
habitat 
present 

May 
Impact 

This species may occur in 
roadside drainage ditches 
or irrigation features. The 
project would cross canal 
structures that provide 
moist habitat that may be 
used by this species. The 
proposed project would 
minimally impact the 
drainage ditches and 
elevated irrigation canals. 
 
 

Ditches / canals would be 
surveyed for amphibians 
immediately before construction 
activities. Conduct visual or a 
combination of visual/ audio 
surveys for the presence of 
amphibians before construction 
activities. TPWD permitted 
biologist should be present at 
the time of excavation of 
drainage ditches and irrigation 
canals. 
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APPENDIX E: Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species Potentially Occurring in Hidalgo County, Texas 
Mile 6 West Road Environmental Assessment 

Hidalgo County, Texas (CSJ: 0921‐02‐168 and 0921‐02‐286) 
 

Common, 
Scientific, Status 

Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Habitat Description 

EO ID # from TXNDD 
Recorded Occurrences 
within 1.5 miles of the 

project area 

Potential 
Habitat 

Effect on 
Species 

Pertinent Information BMPs To Be Implemented 

BIRDS  
American 
peregrine falcon 
Falco peregrinus 
annatum 

DL ST This species migrates from 
April through May.  It mainly 
inhabits meadows, mudflats, 
beaches, marshes, and lakes 
where birds are abundant.  
Peregrine falcons have been 
reported from Bentsen Rio 
Grande State Park in Hidalgo 
County during the fall, spring 
and winter.  They have also 
been sighted at the Santa 
Ana National Wildlife Refuge 
in March and April. 

No Record No No Impact This species could 
migrate through the 
project area. However, 
the habitat surrounding 
the project contains poor 
habitat for roosting or 
nesting. 

‐‐ 

Arctic peregrine 
falcon 
Falco peregrinus 
tundrius 

DL ‐‐ Migrant throughout state 
from subspecies’ far 
northern breeding range, 
winters along coast and 
farther south; occupies wide 
range of habitats during 
migration, including urban, 
concentrations along coast 
and barrier islands; low‐
altitude migrant, stopovers 
at leading landscape edges 
such as lake shores, 
coastlines, and barrier 
islands. 

No Record No No Impact This species could 
migrate through the 
project area. However, 
the habitat surrounding 
the project contains poor 
habitat for roosting or 
nesting. 

‐‐ 

Audubon’s oriole 
(Icterus 
graduacauda 
audubonii) 

‐‐ R This species is found in 
scrub, mesquite and nests in 
dense trees or thicket 
usually along watercourses. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 
 

‐‐ 

Brownsville 
common 
yellowthroat 
Geothlypis trichas 
insperata 

‐‐ R This species is found in tall 
grasses and brushes near 
ponds, marshes, and 
swamps. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

‐‐ 
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Common, 
Scientific, Status 

Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Habitat Description 

EO ID # from TXNDD 
Recorded Occurrences 
within 1.5 miles of the 

project area 

Potential 
Habitat 

Effect on 
Species 

Pertinent Information BMPs To Be Implemented 

Cactus 
ferruginous 
pygmy owl 
Glaucidium 
brasilianum 
cactorum 

‐‐ ST This is a small diurnal owl 
that is known to inhabit the 
oak woodlands of the sand 
belt on the southern plains 
of Texas and in the riparian 
woodlands south of Falcon 
Dam. 

No Record No No Impact The project area is 
located in a rural setting 
with no oak or riparian 
woodlands located within 
the study area. The study 
area does not provide 
suitable habitat for the 
owl. 

‐‐ 

Common black 
hawk 
Buteogallus 
anthracinus 

‐‐ ST This species is often found 
along rivers and streams.  It 
usually hunts crustaceans, 
frogs, fish, and reptiles. 

No Record No No Impact Existing drainage ditches 
do not provide suitable 
habitat for the hawk. 

‐‐ 

Gray hawk 
Asturina nitida 

‐‐ ST This is a tropical species that 
is rare in the Rio Grande 
Valley. It usually nests in 
Arizona and New Mexico.  
The Gray Hawk inhabits 
deciduous growth along 
streams with nearby open 
land and its diet consists of 
lizards, snakes and frogs. 

No Record No No Impact The present ROW has no 
suitable habitat for the 
Gray Hawk to nest or 
feed. 

‐‐ 

Hook‐billed kite 
Chondrohierax 
uncinatus 

‐‐ R This species is found in 
dense tropical and 
subtropical forests, but does 
occur in open woodlands. It 
is an accidental occurrence 
in south Texas. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

‐‐ 

Interior least tern 
Sterna antillarum 
athalassos 

LE SE This is a migratory species 
that migrates in April 
through May.  The Interior 
Least Tern usually nests in 
colonies on beaches and 
sandbars where food (small 
fish) is readily available. 

No Record No No Effect The study area does not 
provide suitable habitat 
for the tern. 

‐‐ 
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Common, 
Scientific, Status 

Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Habitat Description 

EO ID # from TXNDD 
Recorded Occurrences 
within 1.5 miles of the 

project area 

Potential 
Habitat 

Effect on 
Species 

Pertinent Information BMPs To Be Implemented 

Mountain plover 
Charadrius 
montanus 
 

‐‐ R Subtropical thorn and pine 
forests; larval host plant is 
Texas tuberose (Manfreda 
maculosa). 

No Record No No Effect There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

‐‐ 

Northern 
aplomado falcon 
Falco femoralis 
septentrionalis 

LE SE This species prefers open 
country, especially savanna 
and open woodland, and 
sometimes in very barren 
areas; grassy plains and 
valleys with scattered 
mesquite, yucca, and cactus; 
nests in old stick nests of 
other bird species. 

No Record No No Effect Due to the lack of 
observed raptor nests 
within the project area 
and the dominate 
Bermuda grass ROW and 
primarily developed 
project area it is unlikely 
that nesting aplomado 
falcons would be present 
in the project area. 

‐‐ 

Northern 
beardless‐
tyrannulet 
Camptostoma 
imberbe 

‐‐ ST Mesquite woodlands; near 
Rio Grande frequents 
cottonwood, wouldow, elm, 
and great leadtree; breeding 
April to July. 

No Record No May 
Impact 

Suitable habitat may 
occur in the project area. 

No vegetation would be removed 
containing nests, eggs, and/or 
young should they occur on the 
project during their nesting and 
breeding season.  If migratory bird 
nests are encountered during 
construction, the TxDOT Pharr 
District Office would be notified 
and construction would cease 
within the area of concern until 
clearance is received. 
Construction activities would be 
scheduled outside of the nesting 
periods for migratory birds (Feb. 1 
– Oct. 1). 
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Common, 
Scientific, Status 

Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Habitat Description 

EO ID # from TXNDD 
Recorded Occurrences 
within 1.5 miles of the 

project area 

Potential 
Habitat 

Effect on 
Species 

Pertinent Information BMPs To Be Implemented 

Peregrine falcon 
Falco peregrinus 

DL ST Both subspecies migrate 
across the state from more 
northern breeding areas in 
US and Canada to winter 
along coast and farther 
south; subspecies (F. p. 
anatum) is also a resident 
breeder in west Texas; the 
two subspecies’ listing 
statuses differ, F.p. tundrius 
is no longer listed in Texas; 
but because the subspecies 
are not easily distinguishable 
at a distance, reference is 
generally made only to the 
species level; see subspecies 
for habitat. 

No Record No No Impact This species could 
migrate through the 
project area. However, 
the habitat surrounding 
the project contains poor 
habitat for roosting or 
nesting. 

‐‐ 

Reddish egret 
Egretta rufescens 

‐‐ ST This species is characterized 
by the shaggy plumes on its 
head and neck, pink bill, and 
cobalt blue legs, inhabits 
shallow open saltpans and 
other coastal settings. 

No Record No No Impact The project location does 
not have the 
characteristics of a coast 
or a marsh needed for 
this bird. 

‐‐ 

Rose‐throated 
becard 
Pachyramphus 
aglaiae 

‐‐ ST This species inhabits riparian 
trees, woodlands, open 
forest, scrub, and 
mangroves. It breeds 
between April to July. 

No Record No No Impact The study area does not 
provide woodland 
riparian habitat; 
therefore, the proposed 
project would have no 
impact on this species. 

‐‐ 
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State 
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within 1.5 miles of the 

project area 
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Habitat 
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Species 

Pertinent Information BMPs To Be Implemented 

Sennett’s hooded 
oriole 
Icterus cucullatus 
sennetti 

‐‐ R This species often builds 
nest in and of Spanish moss. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

Southeastern 
snowy plover 
Charadrius 
alexandrinus 
tenuirostris 

‐‐ R This is a wintering migrant 
along the Texas Gulf Coast 
beaches and bayside mud or 
salt flats. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

Sprague’s pipit 
Anthus spragueii 

‐‐ ST Only in Texas during 
migration and winter, mid‐
September to early April; 
short to medium distance, 
diurnal migrant; strongly 
tied to native upland prairie, 
can be locally common in 
coastal grasslands, 
uncommon to rare further 
west; sensitive to patch size 
and avoids edges. 
 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

Texas Botteri’s 
sparrow 
Aimophila 
botterii texana 

‐‐ ST This species is found in 
grassland and short‐grass 
plains with scattered bushes 
or shrubs, sagebrush, 
mesquite, or yuccas.  It nests 
on the ground in low clumps 
of grass. 
 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 
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Pertinent Information BMPs To Be Implemented 

Tropical parula 
Parula pitiayumi 

‐‐ ST This is a rare wood warbler 
that inhabits dense 
woodland thickets on the 
edge of resacas and 
watercourses or open brush. 

No Record No No Impact The study area does not 
provide suitable riparian 
habitat.  The banks of the 
drainage ditch crossing 
the property are 
dominated by Bermuda 
and Johnson grass with 
occurrences of retama. 

 

Western 
burrowing owl 
Athene 
cunicularia 
hypugaea 

‐‐ R This species is found in open 
grasslands, prairies, plains, 
savannas, and sometimes in 
open areas such as lots near 
human habitation.  They 
roost in abandoned 
burrows. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

Western snowy 
plover, 
Charadrius 
alexandrinus 
nivosus 

‐‐ R This species is a potential 
wintering migrant found 
along the Texas coast. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

White‐faced ibis 
Plegadis chihi 

‐‐ ST This species prefers 
freshwater marshes; while 
occasionally using brackish 
areas.  It is distinguished by 
its reddish bill, red eye, red 
legs, and a white, feathered 
border around its red facial 
skin. 

No Record No No Impact The project location does 
not have the 
characteristics of a coast 
or a marsh needed for 
this bird. 

 

White‐tailed 
hawk 
Buteo 
albicaudatus 

‐‐ ST This species is characterized 
by its whitish tail with a 
single black band, is a large 
raptor that inhabits coastal 
grasslands and brush 
country of the South Texas 
Plains. 

No Record No No Impact The study area does not 
provide suitable habitat 
for the hawk. 
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EO ID # from TXNDD 
Recorded Occurrences 
within 1.5 miles of the 

project area 

Potential 
Habitat 
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Wood stork 
Mycteria 
americana 

‐‐ ST This species is characterized 
by its black flight feathers 
and tail with a white body, 
inhabits wet meadows, 
swamps, ponds and coastal 
shallows. 

No Record No No Impact The project area does not 
have the characteristics 
of wet meadows, 
swamps, ponds or coastal 
shallows needed for 
these birds. 

 

Zone‐tailed hawk 
Buteo 
albonotatus 

‐‐ ST This species is relatively rare 
in the Rio Grande Valley.  It 
is associated with mesas and 
mountainous terrain in areas 
in West Texas.  They hunt 
from a low perch, preying on 
a variety of lizards, frogs, 
and small reptiles. 

No Record No No Impact The study area does not 
provide suitable habitat 
for the hawks to nest and 
no lizards, frogs, or small 
reptiles were observed. 

 

FISH  

American eel 
Anguilla rostrata 

‐‐ R 
SGCN 

This species is found in 
coastal waterways below 
reservoirs to the gulf. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

Rio Grande shiner 
Notropis 
jemezanus 

‐‐ R This species is found in the 
Rio Grande and upper Pecos 
River basins; large, open, 
weed‐less rivers or large 
creeks with bottom of 
rubble, gravel and sand, 
often overlain with silt. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

Rio Grande 
silvery minnow 
Hybognathus 
amarus 

LE SE This species is extirpated, 
but was historically found in 
the Rio Grande and Pecos 
River systems and canals. 

No Record No No Effect There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

River goby 
Awaous banana 

‐‐ ST This species is found in clear 
southern coastal waters with 
slow to moderate currents 
on a sandy or hard bottom. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 
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INSECTS 
 

A mayfly 
Campsurus 
decoloratus 

‐‐ R This species lives in Texas 
and Mexico possibly clay 
substrates. The adults are 
found in shoreline 
vegetation. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

A Royal moth 
Sphingicampa 
blanchardi  

‐‐ R This species is found in 
woodlands of the 
Tamaulipan thornscrub with 
Texas Ebony as an important 
element. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

A Tiger beetle 
Tetracha affinis 
angustata 

‐‐ R This species is diurnal living 
in open sandy areas, 
beaches, open paths or 
lanes, or on mudflats. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

Arroyo darner 
Aeshna dugesi 

‐‐ R This species lives in creeks 
with a high to moderate 
gradient. Adults forage 
widely in pools in streams 
from the desert up to pine‐
zone forests. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

Los Olmos tiger 
beetle 
Cicindela 
nevadica olmosa 

‐‐ R This species is usually 
brightly colored and found in 
open, sunny areas.  Adults 
are predaceous and feed on 
a variety of small insects; 
larvae are also predaceous 
and live within vertical 
burrows in soil of dry paths, 
fields, or sandy beaches. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat for this species 
within the project area. 
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Manfreda giant‐
skipper 
Stallingsia 
maculosus 

‐‐ R This species is found in 
southern Texas and 
northern Mexico, including 
the state of Nuevo Leon.  
The full extent of the range 
in Mexico is not known but it 
is apparently restricted.  The 
larval host plant (Texas 
tuberose) is itself restricted 
to southern Texas and 
northern Mexico. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

Neojuvenile tiger 
beetle 
Cicindela 
obsoleta 
neojuvenilis 

‐‐ R This species is found on bare 
or sparsely vegetated, dry 
hard packed soil that has 
been previously disturbed. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

Rawson’s 
metalmark 
Calephelis 
rawsoni 

‐‐ R This species lives in moist 
areas in shaded limestone 
outcrops in central Texas, 
desert scrub or oak 
woodland in foothills, or 
along rivers.  The larval hosts 
are Eupatorium havanese. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

Subtropical blue‐
black tiger beetle 
Cicindela 
nigrocoerulea 
subtropica 

‐‐ R This species is usually 
brightly colored and found in 
open, sunny areas.  Adults 
are predaceous and feed on 
a variety of small insects; 
larvae are also predaceous 
and live within vertical 
burrows in soil of dry paths, 
fields, or sandy beaches. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 
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within 1.5 miles of the 

project area 

Potential 
Habitat 

Effect on 
Species 

Pertinent Information BMPs To Be Implemented 

Tamaulipan 
agapema 
Agapema galbina 

‐‐ R This species is found in 
Tamaulipan thorn scrub with 
adequate densities of 
Condadalia hookeri. 
 
 
 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

MAMMALS  

Cave myotis bat 
Myotis velifer 

‐‐ R This species is found in 
colonial and cave dwellings.  
It may be found in rock 
crevices, old buildings, under 
carports, and bridges.  It 
hibernates in limestone 
caves of the Edwards 
plateau and gypsum caves of 
the Panhandle during 
winter. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

Jaguar 
Panthera onca - 
extirpated 

LE SE This species appears to be 
extirpated from Texas but is 
occasionally recorded in 
New Mexico and Arizona.  
Although direct killing and 
habitat destruction are 
responsible for declines, the 
importance of these 
activities varies regionally 
due to differences in habitat, 
prey availability, 
development, and cultural 
mores.  The Jaguar inhabits 
hardwood forests, mixed 
grassland and shrublands. 

No Record No No Effect There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 
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Mile 6 West Road Environmental Assessment 

Hidalgo County, Texas (CSJ: 0921‐02‐168 and 0921‐02‐286) 
 

Common, 
Scientific, Status 

Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Habitat Description 

EO ID # from TXNDD 
Recorded Occurrences 
within 1.5 miles of the 

project area 

Potential 
Habitat 

Effect on 
Species 

Pertinent Information BMPs To Be Implemented 

Coues’ rice rat 
Oryzomys couesi 

‐‐ ST As a tropical species, this rat 
reaches its northern limits in 
the Rio Grande Valley.  They 
are semi‐aquatic, inhabiting 
marshes and other wet 
environments where sedges 
and mesic grasses are 
abundant.  

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

Ghost‐faced bat 
Mormoops 
megalophylla 

‐‐ R This species is found in 
colonial roosts in caves, 
crevices, abandon mines, 
and buildings. 
 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

Jaguarundi 
Herpailurus 
yaguarondi 

LE SE This species inhabits thick 
brushlands, near water 
favored; 60 to 75 day 
gestation, young born 
sometimes twice per year in 
March and August, 
elsewhere the beginning of 
the rainy season and end of 
the dry season. 

No Record No No Effect There is no suitable 
habitat in the 
surrounding area for this 
species. 

 

Mexican long‐
tongued bat 
Choeronycteris 
mexicana 

‐‐ R This species inhabits deep 
canyons where it uses caves 
and mine tunnels as day 
roosts.  It is also found in 
buildings and often 
associated with big‐eared 
bats (Plecotus spp.); single 
TX record from Santa Ana 
NWR. 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located within the 
project area. 

 

Ocelot 
Leopardus 
pardalis 

LE SE This species inhabits dense 
chaparral thickets and 
mesquite‐thorn scrub and 
live oak mottes.  It avoids 
open areas and breeds and 
raises young between June 
and November. 

No Record No No Effect There is no suitable 
habitat in the 
surrounding area for this 
species. 
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Mile 6 West Road Environmental Assessment 

Hidalgo County, Texas (CSJ: 0921‐02‐168 and 0921‐02‐286) 
 

Common, 
Scientific, Status 

Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Habitat Description 

EO ID # from TXNDD 
Recorded Occurrences 
within 1.5 miles of the 

project area 

Potential 
Habitat 

Effect on 
Species 

Pertinent Information BMPs To Be Implemented 

Plains spotted 
skunk 
Spilogale putorius 
interrupta 

‐‐ R This species is found in open 
fields, prairies, cropland, 
fence rows, farmyards, 
forest edges and woodlands.  
It prefers wooded, brushy 
areas and tall grass prairies. 

No Record No May 
Impact 

The ROW is populated 
with grasses along the 
margins of commercial 
developments or 
current/past agricultural 
fields.  The project is 
located in a primarily 
developed area. 

The Contractor will be advised of 
the potential occurrence in the 
project area and to avoid 
harming the species if 
encountered and to avoid 
unnecessary impacts to dens. 

Southern yellow 
bat 
Lasiurus ega 

‐‐ ST This species is a Neotropical 
mammal.  It is only known to 
occur in the Brownsville 
area, where it roosts in sabal 
palm trees. 

No Record No May 
Impact 

No sabal palms are 
located within the project 
area.  However, these 
species may roost year‐
round under the dead 
fronds of palm trees 
including ornamental 
varies located along the 
corridor.   

The Contractor would avoid the 
unnecessary removal of dead 
fronds on native and ornamental 
palm trees along the corridor.  
Large hollow trees will be 
surveyed for maternity colonies 
and, if found, will not be 
disturbed until the pups fledge. 

White‐nosed 
coati 
Nasua narica 

‐‐ ST This species inhabits 
woodland areas of the 
warmer parts of Central 
America, Mexico, and 
southern U.S.  In Texas, they 
are rarely known from 
Brownsville to the Big Bend 
region of the Trans‐Pecos.  
They have been reported in 
Aransas, Brewster, Cameron, 
Hidalgo, Kerr, Maverick, 
Starr, Uvalde, and Webb 
counties.  
 
 
 
 
 

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 
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Hidalgo County, Texas (CSJ: 0921‐02‐168 and 0921‐02‐286) 
 

Common, 
Scientific, Status 
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Status 

State 
Status 

Habitat Description 

EO ID # from TXNDD 
Recorded Occurrences 
within 1.5 miles of the 

project area 

Potential 
Habitat 

Effect on 
Species 

Pertinent Information BMPs To Be Implemented 

MOLLUSKS  

False spike 
mussel 
Quadrula 
mitchelli 

‐‐ ST This species is found in 
substrates of cobble and 
mud, with water lilies 
present in the Rio Grande, 
Brazos, Colorado and 
Guadalupe river basins.  

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

Salina mucket 
Potamilus 
metnecktayi 

‐‐ ST This species is found in lotic 
waters in submerged soft 
sediment along river banks 
in the Rio Grande basin.  

No Record No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

Texas hornshell 
Popenaias popeii 

C ST This species lives in both 
ends of shallow runs over 
bedrock in areas where 
small grained materials 
collect in crevices along river 
banks and at the base of 
boulders.  

No Record No No Effect There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area. 

 

REPTILES  

Black‐striped 
snake 
Coniophanes 
imperialis 

‐‐ ST This species is a rear fanged 
snake that is generally found 
in moist microhabitats and 
sandy soils.  The species 
occupies a variety of 
habitats with adequate 
cover.  

No Record No May 
Impact 

Potential habitat for the 
species occurs within the 
project area. 

The Contractor would be advised 
of the potential occurrence in 
the project area and to avoid 
harming the species if 
encountered. 

Northern cat‐
eyed snake  
Leptodeira 
septentrionalis 

‐‐ ST This species is a rear fanged 
snake that inhabits dense 
vegetation, especially near 
aquatic features.  The 
species is usually found in 
larger undisturbed patches 
of thorn shrub.  

No Record No No Impact No dense vegetation or 
aquatic features are 
present for this species to 
utilize within the project 
area. 
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Common, 
Scientific, Status 

Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Habitat Description 

EO ID # from TXNDD 
Recorded Occurrences 
within 1.5 miles of the 

project area 

Potential 
Habitat 

Effect on 
Species 

Pertinent Information BMPs To Be Implemented 

Reticulate 
collared lizard 
Crotaphytus 
reticulatus 

‐‐ ST This species is a large 
headed slender necked 
lizard with large black spots 
arranged in rows across its 
back.  It is generally found in 
semi desert brush land, 
escarpments, and isolated 
rock piles.  

No Record No No Impact The area does not 
provide suitable habitat 
for the Reticulate 
Collared Lizard. 

 

Speckled racer 
Drymobius 
margaritiferus 

‐‐ ST This species is a tropical 
snake that inhabits dense 
thickets of vegetation with 
abundant leaf litter, 
especially near water. 

No Record No No Impact No dense thickets occur 
within the project area. 

 

Spot‐tailed 
earless lizard 
Holbrookia 
lacerata 

‐‐ R This species is found in 
central and southern Texas 
and in Mexico on 
moderately open prairie‐
brushland in fairly flat areas 
free of vegetation or other 
obstructions.   

No Record No No Impact No sparsely vegetated 
open areas are located 
within the project area. 

 

Texas horned 
lizard 
Phrynosoma 
cornutum 

‐‐ ST This species is a flat and 
broad lizard with 
conspicuous elongated 
scales that form spines on its 
head, neck, and back.  It 
inhabits dry areas with 
mostly open country with 
loose soil supporting grass, 
mesquite, and cactus.  

No Record No No Impact The habitat elements do 
not occur in the project 
area. 

 

Texas indigo 
snake 
Drymarchon 
melanurus 
erebennus 

 ST This species is a large snake 
that inhabits grasslands and 
savannas with dense ground 
cover. 

No Record No May 
Impact 

The study area may 
provide suitable dense 
ground cover for the 
snake. 

The Contractor would be advised 
of the potential occurrence in 
the project area and to avoid 
harming the species if 
encountered. 
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Common, 
Scientific, Status 

Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Habitat Description 

EO ID # from TXNDD 
Recorded Occurrences 
within 1.5 miles of the 

project area 

Potential 
Habitat 

Effect on 
Species 

Pertinent Information BMPs To Be Implemented 

Texas tortoise 
Gopherus 
berlandieri 

‐‐ ST This species is most likely 
found in scrub woodlands 
with sandy soil, as well as 
chaparral and mesquite 
vegetation.  The tortoise 
nests from April to 
November and its diet 
consists mainly of prickly‐
pear cactus and grasses. 

No Record Yes May 
Impact 

The study area provides 
suitable habitat for the 
species. 

The Contractor would be advised 
of the potential occurrence in 
the project area and to avoid 
harming the species if 
encountered.  Tortoises should 
be removed from the 
construction area if they are 
present and exclude them using 
fencing. 

VASCULAR PLANTS  

Bailey’s ballmoss 
Tillandsia baileyi 

‐‐ R This species is epiphytic on 
various trees and tall shrubs 
common in mottes of Live 
oak on vegetated dunes and 
flats in coastal portions of 
the South Texas Sand Sheet.  
It is also found on evergreen 
sub‐tropical woodlands 
along resacas. 

EO ID# 1180.  Within 1.5 
mile radius of the project.  
Date observed July 1941. 

No No Impact There is no suitable 
habitat located in the 
project area.  

‐‐ 

Chihuahua 
balloon‐vine 
Cardiospermum 
dissectum 

‐‐ R This species inhabits thorn 
shrublands or low 
woodlands on well to 
excessively well drained, 
calcareous sandy to gravelly 
soils in drier uplands of the 
Lower Rio Grande valley. 

No Record No No Impact The habitat conditions 
that would support the 
plants were not 
encountered. 

‐‐ 

Falfurrias 
milkvine 
Matelea radiata 

‐‐ R This species may be endemic 
to Texas.  Two known 
specimens have been found 
in clay soil and on dry gravel 
hills at an altitude of 
approximately 150 feet and 
the other near Falfurrias. 

No Record No No Impact The ROW consists of 
regularly‐maintained 
grasses, and this species 
was not observed during 
the field visit. 

‐‐ 
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Common, 
Scientific, Status 

Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Habitat Description 

EO ID # from TXNDD 
Recorded Occurrences 
within 1.5 miles of the 

project area 

Potential 
Habitat 

Effect on 
Species 

Pertinent Information BMPs To Be Implemented 

Gregg's wild‐
buckwheat 
Eriogonum 
greggii 

‐‐ R This species is found in 
sparingly vegetated 
openings in thorn 
shrublands in shallow soils 
on xeric ridges along the Rio 
Grande.  It is also found on 
excessively drained sandy 
soil over caliche and 
calcareous sandstone of the 
Goliad Formation and over 
sandstone or fossiliferous 
layers of the Jackson Group. 

No Record No No Impact The ROW is populated 
with grasses and no 
sparsely vegetated open 
areas are located within 
the project area. 

 

Mexican mud‐
plantain 
Heteranthera 
mexicana 

‐‐ R This species is found in wet 
clayey soils of resacas and 
ephemeral wetlands in 
south Texas and along 
margins of playas in the 
panhandle. 

EO ID# 3373.  Within 1.5 
mile radius of the project.  

Observed in July 1941. 

No No Impact The project is located in 
an urban setting with 
mowed grasses and 
crops.  The study area 
contains a steep sided 
man‐made drainage 
ditch.  The banks of the 
ditch are dominated by 
Bermuda, Guinea, and 
Johnson grasses; as well 
as retama.  The impact to 
the ditch would be 
limited to the area of 
existing concrete outfall 
apron (Element of 
Occurrence ID 3373). 

 

Runyon’s cory 
cactus 
Coryphantha 
macromeris var 
runyonii 

‐‐ R This species is found on 
gravelly to sandy or clayey, 
calcareous, sometimes 
gypsiferous or saline soils, 
often over the Catahoula 
and Frio formations. 
 

No Record No No Impact The ROW is populated 
with grasses and no 
sparsely vegetated open 
areas are located within 
the project area. 
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project area 
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Runyon’s water‐
wouldow 
Justicia runyonii 

‐‐ R This species is found on the 
margins of and openings 
within subtropical 
woodlands or thorn 
shrublands on calcareous, 
alluvial, silty or clayey soils 
derived from Holocene silt 
and sand floodplain deposits 
of the Rio Grande Delta. 

No Record No No Impact The ROW is populated 
with grasses. The habitat 
conditions that would 
support the plants were 
not encountered. 

 

St. Joseph’s staff 
Manfreda 
longiflora 

‐‐ R This species is found in thorn 
shrublands on clay and 
loams with various 
concentrations of salt, 
caliche, sand, and gravel. 

No Record No No Impact The habitat conditions 
that would support the 
plants were not 
encountered. 

 

Star cactus 
Astrophytum 
asterias 

LE E This species historically 
occurred in Hidalgo County.  
It typically occurs at low 
elevations in Rio Grande 
plain grasslands and 
Tamaulipan thorn shrub, 
usually in sparsely vegetated 
open areas. 

No Record No No Effect The ROW is populated 
with grasses and no 
sparsely vegetated open 
areas are located within 
the project area. 

 

Texas ayenia 
Ayenia limitaris 

LE SE This species historically 
occurred in Hidalgo County.  
It typically occurs in the 
Texas Ebony‐Anacua 
woodlands in alluvial 
deposits along the Rio 
Grande River.  It is found on 
terraces and flood plains, 
and may be highly 
dependent on flooding for 
nutrients and/or seed 
dispersal. 

No Record No No Impact Evidence of the plant 
within the ROW was not 
found, nor is the habitat 
present. 
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Pertinent Information BMPs To Be Implemented 

Walker’s manioc 
Manihot 
walkerae 

LE SE This species was historically 
found in Hidalgo and Starr 
counties along with 
northern parts of 
Tamaulipas, Mexico.  It 
typically grows in areas that 
are somewhat shaded and 
relatively moist compared 
with the surrounding 
environment.  It is found in 
sandy, calcareous soil, 
shallowly overlying caliche 
and conglomerate of the 
Goliad Formation on rather 
xeric slopes and uplands.  It 
usually grows among low 
shrubs, native grasses and 
herbaceous plants in full 
sunlight, or partial shade. 

No Record No No Impact The area within the ROW 
showed no significant 
source of shade and 
relatively moist that 
would permit the manioc 
to grow. The habitat 
conditions that would 
support the plants were 
not encountered. 

 

Status 
LE, LT ‐ Federally Listed Endangered/Threatened                                                      R – State Rare 
SE, ST ‐ State Listed Endangered/Threatened                                                             C –Federally Listed Candidate species 
DL ‐ Federally De‐listed 
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BMP:  Best Management Practice

FEMA: Federal Emergency Management Agency

FHWA: Federal Highway Administration

MS4:  Municipal Separate Stormwater Sewer System

NOI:  Notice of Intent

SW3P: Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

TCEQ: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

TPWD: Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

USACE:U.S. Army Corp of Engineers

FED.RD.

DIV.NO.

STATE

JOB

COUNTYDISTRICT

CONTROL SECTION

SHEET

NO.

HIGHWAY

NO.

TEXAS

Texas Department of Transportation

C

R

    

     

(EPIC)

PROJECT NO.

PHR

6

2015

TPDES:Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

PSL:  Project Specific Location

USFWS:U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

T&E:  Threatened and Endangered Species

TxDOT:Texas Department of Transportation

PCN:  Pre-Construction Notification

NWP:  Nationwide Permit

NOT:  Notice of Termination

MOU:  Memorandum of Understanding

MOA:  Memorandum of Agreement

CGP:  Construction General Permit

THC:  Texas Historical Commission

Pharr District Contact No. 956-702-6100

PHARR DISTRICT

DSHS: Texas Department of State Health Services

MBTA: Migratory Bird Treaty Act

SPCC: Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure

ISSUES AND COMMITMENTS

ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITS,

MSAT: Mobile Source Air Toxic

SHEET 1 OF 4
CRPe: Contractor Responsible Person Environmental

Based on the acreage of impact, select the appropriate box below:

or

or

Action Items Required :

Action Items Rquired :

1.

2.

3.

4.

1.

2.

II. Clean Water Act, Sections 401 and 404 Compliance

No Permit Required

Nationwide Permit 14 - PCN not Required (less than 1/10th acre waters or wetlands affected)

Nationwide Permit 14 - PCN Required (1/10th  to <1/2 acre, 1/3 in tidal waters)

Individual 404 Permit Required

Other Nationwide Permit Required:  NWP#

No Action Required

No Action Required

MS4 requirements not needed

(Cameron & Hidalgo Counties only)

Need to address MS4 requirements

I. Clean Water Act, Section 402; Stormwater Pollution Prevention

therefore, a NOI and TPDES Site Notice are not required for this project.

This project will disturb less than 1 acre of soil and is not part of a larger common plan of development;

The NOI and Site Notice are required to be posted at the construction site in a publicly accessible location.

This project will disturb equal to or more than 5 acres of soil and will require a NOI and TPDES Site Notice.

The Contractor must adhere to all of the terms and conditions associated with the following permit(s):

construction activities as additional environmental clearances may be required.  

change orders and/or deviations from the final design must be reported to the Engineer prior to the commencement of

been developed during coordination with resource agencies, local governmental entities and the general public.  Any

During the planning phase of project development, the following Environmental Permits, Issues and Commitments have

start of construction.  The SW3P may need to be revised as necessary as construction progresses.

construction plans and maintained appropriately throughout construction.  BMPs must be in place prior to the

The contractor must implement the SW3P by installing Best Management Practices (BMPs) as indicated in the

and regulations pertaining to the preservation of cultural resources, natural resources and the environment.

For all construction PSL's off the ROW, the contractor must certify compliance with all applicable laws, rules

Inspectors.

the construction site in a publicly accessible location for review by the public, TCEQ, EPA and other

required but a TPDES Site Notice is required. The Construction Site Notice (CSN) is required to be posted at

This project will disturb equal to or more than 1 acre of soil but less than 5 acres; therefore a NOI is not

agreements, mitigation plans, and BMPs required by the NWP as regulated by the USACE. 

hibited unless specified in the USACE permit and approved by the Engineer.  The contractor shall adhere to all

Filling, dredging or excavating in any water bodies, rivers, creeks, streams, wetlands or wet areas is pro-

will ensure that the water quality of the State will be maintained and not degraded.

changes in construction methods that change Impacts To Waters Of The U.S., including wetlands.  The Contractor

The contractor is responsible for obtaining new or revised Section 404 permit(s) for Contractor initiated

List of Abbreviations
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ATTACHMENT TO EPIC SHEET 
 

Bird BMPs 
• Not disturbing, destroying, or removing active nests, including ground nesting birds, during the 

nesting season; 
• Avoid the removal of unoccupied, inactive nests, as practicable; 
• Preventing the establishment of active nests during the nesting season on TxDOT owned and 

operated facilities and structures proposed for replacement or repair; 
• Not collecting, capturing, relocating, or transporting birds, eggs, young, or active nests without a 

permit. 
 
Reptile BMPs 

• Due to increased activity (mating) of reptiles during the spring, construction activities like 
clearing or grading should attempt to be scheduled outside of the spring (April-May) season. 
Also, timing ground disturbing activities before October when reptiles become less active and 
may be using burrows in the project area is also encouraged. 

• If Texas Tortoises are present in a project area they should be removed from the area. After 
removal of the tortoises, the area that will be disturbed during active construction and project 
specific 

 
Freshwater Mussel BMPs 

• When work is in the water; survey project footprints for state listed species where appropriate 
habitat exists. 

• When work is in the water and mussels are discovered during surveys; relocate state listed and 
SGCN mussels under TPWD permit and implement Water Quality BMPs. 

• When work is adjacent to the water; Water Quality BMPs implemented as part of the SWPPP for 
a construction general permit or any conditions of the 401 water quality certification for the 
project will be implemented. (Note, SWPPP and 401 BMPS are not listed in this PA). No TPWD 
Coordination required. 

 
Bat BMPs 
 
All bat surveys will comply with TPWD recommended white-nose syndrome protocols. 
Bridge Bat BMPs: 

• Habitat assessment by a qualified biologist to determine if bats are present. 
• If bats are present take appropriate measures as practicable to ensure that bats are not harmed 

such as exclusion or timing activities. For maternity colonies, exclusion activities should be timed 
to avoid separating lactating females from nursing pups. 

• If structures used by bats are removed as a result of construction, replacement structures 
should incorporate bat-friendly design, or artificial roosts should be constructed to replace these 
features as practicable. 
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ATTACHMENT TO EPIC SHEET (CONTINUED) 
 
Cave/Cliff Bat BMPs 
 

• When TxDOT activities have the potential to impact cliffs or caves adjacent to roadways, these 
features will be surveyed by a qualified biologist to determine if bats are present. 

• Newly acquired TxDOT ROW will be surveyed by a qualified biologist for cliff/cave features. 
• Conversion of property containing cave or cliff features to transportation purposes should be 

avoided where feasible. 
• If bats are present, appropriate measures will be taken as practicable to ensure that bats are not 

harmed such as exclusion of bats from the project area, or timing activities to when bats are not 
present. For maternity colonies, exclusion activities should be timed to avoid separating 
lactating females from nursing pups. If features used by bats are removed as a result of 
construction, artificial roosts should be constructed to replace these features as practicable. 

 
Tree Bat BMPs 
 

• Avoid unnecessary removal of dead fronds on native and ornamental palm trees in south Texas 
(Cameron, Hidalgo, Willacy, Kenedy, Brooks, Kleberg, Nueces, and San Patricio counties) 

• Large hollow trees should be surveyed for maternity colonies and, if found, should not be 
disturbed until after the pups fledge. 

 
BMPs for specific State-Listed Species 
 

Species BMP 
Northern Beardless-Tyannulet 
Camptostoma imberbe 

See Bird BMPs above. 

Southern Yellow Bat 
Lasiurus ega 

 

See Bridge Bat BMPS, Cave/Cliff Bat 
BMPs, and Tree Bat BMPs above. 

Black-Striped Snake 
Coniophanes imperialis 

This species may occur in the project area. Avoid 
harming the species if encountered.  

Texas Tortoise 
Gopherus berlandieri 

This species may occur in the project area. Avoid 
harming the species if encountered.  Tortoises 
should be removed from the construction area if 
they are present and exclude them using fencing. 
Utility trenches should be covered overnight or 
visually inspected before filling to avoid burial of 
this species. 

Texas indigo snake 
Drymarchon melanurus erebennus 

This species may occur in the project area. Avoid 
harming the species if encountered.  
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