Draft Environmental Impact Statement

3. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

As described in the following sections, preliminary concepts were developed and screened.
Following three rounds of screening, the remaining concepts were developed into alternatives
and were then carried forward for further evaluation in subsequent sections of this DEIS.

3.1 Preliminary Concept Development

In addition to the No Build Alternative and a previously developed alternative (the 2007
Alternative), concepts were developed based on stakeholder and public input gathered during
a series of public meetings and workshops. The preliminary concepts included five concepts
adding new highway facilities, one parkway concept, two minimal intersection improvement
projects, Transportation System Management, and Travel Demand Management. Two
localized design options, which could be added to many of the concepts, were also explored
during the initial screening to see if they benefitted the project: Option 1 and Option 2.

3.1.1 Concept A—US 290 Depressed Mainlanes

Concept A is a conventional controlled-access highway with frontage roads. In this concept,
the westbound US 290 frontage road west of William Cannon Drive is located on the north
side of Williamson Creek. The mainlanes of US 290 are depressed under SH 71 and direct
connector ramps are present at the “Y.” There is a single-point flying-T intersection for the
frontage roads at the “Y.”

3.1.2 Concept B—US 290 Mainlanes North of Williamson Creek Without
Direct Connectors

Concept B was a conventional controlled-access highway with frontage roads. With this
concept, the east and westbound mainlanes of US 290 west of William Cannon Drive were
positioned on the north side of Williamson Creek, and the frontage roads for US 290 between
William Cannon Drive and the “Y” were positioned along the existing US 290 corridor. A CFlI
was constructed at William Cannon Drive and US 290 as part of the interim intersection
improvements. Under Concept B, this CFl would remain. A single-point flying-T intersection
would handle the frontage roads at the “Y” and no direct connector ramps would connect US
290 and SH 71 at the “Y.”

3.1.3 Concept C—US 290 Mainlanes North of Williamson Creek With Direct
Connectors

Concept C involves the same components of Concept B: a controlled-access highway with
frontage roads where the mainlanes of US 290 west of William Cannon Drive are on the north
side of Williamson Creek and the US 290 frontage roads are in the existing US 290 corridor.
However, with Concept C, direct connector ramps are proposed at the “Y” to connect US 290
and SH 71.
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3.1.4  Concept D—US 290 Express Lanes With Frontage Roads

Concept D included express lanes along US 290 from MoPac to the west end of the project,
with frontage roads. There would be two express lanes in each direction constructed in the
center of what would ultimately be a controlled-access facility. Access to the express lanes
was limited to each end and possibly one other location for special use such as access for the
Capital Metro Transportation Authority’s (Capital Metro’s) new park and ride, ACC, and Seton
Southwest Hospital near RM 1826/Convict Hill Road. With Concept D, express lanes were
grade separated from the crossing streets and a single-point flying-T intersection was
proposed for the frontage roads at the “Y.”

3.1.5 Concept E-1—-Improvements at William Cannon Drive and SH 71

Concept E-1 involved only minimum improvements. This concept focused on providing US 290
grade separations at William Cannon Drive and improvements for SH 71. This concept did not
involve any other improvements within the project corridor and did not add capacity.

3.1.6  Concept E-2—Grade Separations at William Cannon Drive Only

Concept E-2 involved only minimum improvements. This concept focused on providing US 290
grade separations at William Cannon Drive only. This concept did not involve any other
improvements within the project corridor and did not add capacity.

3.1.7 Concept F—Parkway Concept

Concept F was a parkway concept which was developed through a series of meetings during
2013-2014 with the Fix290 community group. The concept was a parkway facility with non-
continuous frontage roads and an at-grade intersection at SH 71.

3.1.8 2007 Alternative

In 2007, TxDOT participated in a mediation process to seek and find a consensus-developed
roadway design for US 290/SH 71 through Oak Hill. In addition to TxDOT, participant groups
in the mediation included Fix290, Consensus 290, OHAN, and OHBPA. During the mediation,
three of the four community groups developed general support for the TXDOT non-parkway
facility option (now referred to as “the 2007 Alternative”) while the Fix290 group was strongly
committed to their position that a smaller, at-grade parkway option was the only viable and
acceptable solution for the project corridor. The 2007 Alternative was developed as a
conventional highway with frontage roads and direct connectors elevated over mainlane
bridges at the “Y” in Oak Hill. The 2007 Alternative had project limits extending from Scenic
Brook Drive to Joe Tanner Lane.

3.1.9 Transportation System Management (TSM)

Transportation system management (TSM) is a set of low-cost (non-capital-intensive)
strategies to enhance safety, reduce congestion, and improve traffic flow. Specific strategies
include traffic signal synchronization, freeway operations improvements (changeable
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message signs and ramp metering), and incident management (clearing accidents and
breakdowns quickly to allow traffic to move more smoothly). Other methods can include bus
pullouts (to remove stopped buses from the traffic stream), intersection improvements (signal
priority for transit vehicles), and queue jumper lanes (to get transit vehicles to the front of the
line at intersections).

TSM would not increase the overall capacity of US 290 or SH 71, although it would address
some access/egress issues and other minor safety and operational issues. TSM could be
incorporated as an enhancement into any build concept.

3.1.10 Transportation Demand Management (TDM)

Transportation demand management (TDM) includes managing or decreasing the demand for
auto-related travel to increase the operating efficiency of transportation facilities. Managing
or decreasing the demand for auto-related travel can be accomplished by providing
alternatives to single-occupant vehicles (transit, carpool, vanpool, bicycle),
incentives/disincentives to single-occupant vehicles (congestion pricing, high-occupancy
vehicle [HOV] lanes, travel time advantages for HOVs), alternative work environments
(telecommuting and flex time), and parking management.

This concept would not increase the overall capacity of US 290 and SH 71, though it would
address some issues associated with access/egress and other minor safety and operational
issues. TDM could be incorporated as an enhancement in any of the build concepts.

3.1.11 Localized Design Options
3.4.11.1 Option 1

Option 1 included extending the mainlane through Circle Drive with the transition past Circle
Drive. This option could be added to Concepts A through D and Concept F.

3.1.11.2 Option2

Option 2 involved providing a westbound US 290 exit ramp to RM 1826 that is braided with
an entrance from SH 71. This option would provide better access for ACC and could be added
to Concepts A, B, C, and F.

3.2 Public Response to Preliminary Concepts

There were several opportunities for public participation following project initiation in
November 2012 including a project scoping open house and several workgroup meetings on
topics including environmental constraints, bike and pedestrian improvements, and design
concepts. Feedback gathered in May 2013 at a design concept preview meeting held during
Open House #2 and at an online Virtual Open House was used to further develop and refine
the concepts described above. The concepts were then presented during an open house on
October 22, 2013, along with a community survey garnering public opinion about the
proposed concepts.
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3.3 Screening Evaluation Criteria

The concepts and design options described in the sections above were presented during Open
House #3 held on October 22, 2013. Additionally, draft primary and secondary evaluation
screening criteria were also presented to the public for their comment during this open house.
According to the community survey results gathered during this open house, approximately
64 percent of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the process for evaluating the
concepts was appropriate and 59 percent of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that
the evaluation criteria for the project were appropriate. Approximately 11 percent and 16
percent of respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with the concept evaluation process
and the evaluation criteria, respectively.

3.3.1 Phase 1 Screening

The Phase 1 Evaluation Criteria were focused on whether or not a concept met the project’s
purpose and need as described in Section 2, which involved three major performance criteria:
(1) improve mobility and operational efficiency, (2) increase multimodal travel options for
people and goods, and (3) improve safety and emergency response. The concepts were
evaluated using the Phase 1 evaluation criteria in December 2013. Four of the concepts were
eliminated from further study because they did not meet the project’s purpose and need.
These included Concept E-1 and Concept E-2, which were minimal construction options
focusing primarily on providing grade separation and improvements to the William Cannon
Drive intersection, and the TSM and TDM concepts. As stand-alone concepts, they would
neither add capacity nor provide improvements throughout the corridor to address the
project’s purpose and need. Moreover, during the public involvement process, Options 1 and
2, the localized design options, were suggested. These are options that can be included with
several of the concepts, but do not constitute an entire concept on their own. They were not
carried forward into Phase 2 screening.

3.3.2 Phase 2 Screening

The Phase 2 Evaluation Criteria focused on the six concepts remaining after the Phase 1
evaluation was completed (Concepts A, B, C, D, and F, and the 2007 Alternative) and the No
Build Alternative and assessed how well each concept met the project’s purpose and need
utilizing detailed traffic modeling techniques. Phase 2 also evaluated some quantifiable
impacts such as the number of residential and commercial displacements, impacts on transit,
and access modifications for each concept. The criteria evaluated during Phase 2 included:

e Improve mobility and operational efficiency: Traffic studies were performed using
the CAMPO regional traffic demand model as the basis for determining the
project traffic volumes for the design year (2040). Travel times along the
mainlanes of US 290 and SH 71 mainlanes and frontage roads were calculated
using CORSIM and SYNCHRO modeling software.
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Increase multimodal travel options for people and goods: The concepts were
evaluated on their ability to provide the opportunity for multimodal travel options,
enhancing transportation of people and goods. The evaluated measures included
the ability to add sidewalks, add bike/pedestrian elements, provide the
opportunity for high capacity transit in the corridor, and provide the opportunity
for local bus service to utilize the corridor.

Improve safety and emergency response: Each concept was evaluated on its
ability to correct geometric deficiencies, upgrade the facility to current standards,
serve as a reliable route for emergency response organizations, and provide
detours during accidents.

Potential displacements: The number of residential and commercial
displacements required for each concept was determined.

Preliminary project cost: Preliminary construction costs, right-of-way acreage,
right-of-way cost, and utility relocation effort was determined for each of the
concepts.

The concepts were screened using the Phase 2 evaluation criteria in June 2014. The results
narrowed the remaining concepts from seven to two Build Alternative concepts plus the No
Build Alternative to be carried forward into schematic development and environmental
evaluation, as shown on Table 3-1. Results of the Phase 2 screening included:

Concept B was determined to be essentially an interim version of Concept C
(same concept without direct connectors) and thus was eliminated from
consideration as a stand-alone alternative.

Concept D was determined to be substantially less effective in reducing travel
times than other options and thus was eliminated from further consideration.

One concept, developed collaboratively with a local citizens group (Concept F),
would involve construction of a parkway-type facility, including discontinuous
frontage roads and an at-grade intersection at SH 71. This concept would not
provide acceptable local connectivity or serve as a reliable route for emergency
responders due to the lack of continuous frontage roads. It would also require
seven commercial displacements, while the others would avoid those
displacements. Based on these factors it was determined that Concept F would
not meet the project’s purpose and need and would not be carried forward.

The 2007 Alternative was determined to be substantially less effective in
reducing travel times than other concepts due to its failure to extend past Circle
Drive and was unpopular with many members of the public due to its three-level
interchange at SH 71.

Oak Hill Parkway
CSJs: 0113-08-060 & 0700-03-077 23 2018 DRAFT EIS



Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Table 3-1. Concept Screening Decision Results

Concept Phase | Screening Phase Il Screening Moving Forward for

Detailed Analysis

Concept A Carried forward One of two concepts that best meets all Yes
aspects of the Project’s Purpose and Need.
Carried forward.

Concept B Carried forward Concept B is a subset of Concept C without No
a provision for direct connectors at the “Y.”
The ultimate concept (Concept C) would be
analyzed and see if traffic warrants direct
connector ramps. Did not move forward.

Concept C Carried forward One of two concepts that best meets all Yes
aspects of the Project’s Purpose and
Need—Carried forward.

Concept D Carried forward Does not provide the desired mobility No
improvements. Did not move forward.

Concept Did not meet the - No

E-1 Project’s Purpose

and Need—Did not
move forward

Concept Did not meet the - No
E-2 Project’s Purpose

and Need—Did not

move forward

Concept F Carried forward Does not adequately satisfy the safety and No
mobility aspects of the Purpose and Need.
Did not move forward.

2007 Carried forward Does not provide the desired mobility No
Alternative improvements. Did not move forward.
TSM Did not meet the - No

Project’s Purpose
and Need—Did not
move forward

TDM Did not meet the - No
Project’s Purpose
and Need—Did not
move forward

No Build Per NEPA Per NEPA Regulations the No Build Yes—Per NEPA

Alternative Regulations the No Alternative would be analyzed in the EIS. Regulations the No
Build Alternative Build Alternative
would be analyzed in

would be analyzed in

the EIS the EIS

Source: Project Team, 2017

Concepts A and C remained following the Phase 2 screening. These concepts have been
developed into Alternatives (Alternatives A and C). They were carried forward to the Phase 3
Screening and are evaluated to an equivalent level of detail in this DEIS, along with the No
Build Alternative.
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3.3.3

Phase 3 Screening

A third set of criteria was developed in order to evaluate Alternatives A and C (and the No
Build Alternative), which were carried forward from the Phase 2 screening. This phase
included an analysis of human and natural impacts using quantifiable data where possible
for each criterion (Table 3-2). Noise, air, community, cultural resources, aesthetics, water
resources, threatened and endangered species, vegetation and visual impacts were each
analyzed under Alternatives A and C. Additionally, the Phase 3 screening analyzed the mobility
and operational efficiency of Alternatives A and C according to 2040 traffic data (up from
2035 used in the Phase 2 screening). Performance measures, criteria, and evaluation
parameters are summarized below.

Improve Mobility and Operational Efficiency: Traffic studies were performed for
Alternatives A and C and the No Build Alternative. The CAMPO regional traffic
demand model was used as the basis for determining the project traffic volumes
for the design year (2040). Travel times along the mainlanes of US 290 and SH
71 mainlanes and frontage roads were calculated using CORSIM and SYNCHRO
modeling software. Additionally, the at-grade crossings of the shared-use path
and streets were documented.

Potential Property Impacts: The number of residential and commercial
displacements and the total length of control of access to be purchased were
determined for each alternative.

Potential Air and Noise Impacts: Average noise levels by decibel, number of
potential noise impacts, and average decibel increase for residents were
calculated. Air quality was assessed by analyzing MSAT and CO impacts for each
alternative.

Potential Natural Resources Impacts: Water resources were analyzed by
comparing acres of additional impervious cover, acres of floodplain within the
proposed right-of-way, acres of wetland impacted, and other criteria. Threatened
and endangered species were analyzed by comparing the acres of potential
habitat for songbirds within the right-of-way, the presence or absence of karst
species within the right-of-way, and the potential to improve water quality and
thus minimize impacts to salamander species.

Potential Cultural Resources Impacts: The number of eligible historic, recorded
archeological, and Section 4(f)/6(f) resources were analyzed for each alternative.

Potential Vegetation Impacts: Acres of riparian woodlands to be removed and the
number of large trees to be removed were analyzed for each alternative.

Potential Socioeconomic Impacts: Community impacts were assessed by
comparing the number of environmental justice (EJ) communities with
disproportionate impacts for each alternative, as well as determining where the
greatest changes in access would occur (in length).
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Potential Aesthetic and Visual Impacts: Aesthetic and visual impacts were
assessed by comparing proposed elevated structures (in linear feet), the acreage
of disturbance or restoration proposed at Williamson Creek, and the volume of
concrete bridges and culverts that would be removed within the floodplain (in

cubic yards).

Preliminary Project Cost: Preliminary construction costs, right-of-way acreage,
right-of-way cost, and utility relocation effort were determined for each

alternative.

Table 3-2. Phase 3 Screening Evaluation Table

Performance
Measures

Key: Deciding Parameters, Better +,

Criterion

Evaluation Parameters

Mobility

Evaluation
Parameters
(Units)

Alternative | Alternative

A

No Build
C Alternative

Improve
mobility and
operational
efficiency

Improves

US 290
operational
efficiency—
increases
roadway
capacity and
reduces travel

hour for 2040
traffic

Through 2040 volume
of US 290 mainlanes
and frontage roads

Vehicles/day

152,030

151,120 61,400

WESTBOUND
MAINLANES: Travel
time along WB US 290
mainlanes Old
Fredericksburg Rd to
Circle Drive, pm peak

Minutes

3.5

3.4 9.5

WESTBOUND
FRONTAGE ROADS:
Travel time along WB
US 290 FTG RD from
Old Fredericksburg Rd
to Circle Drive, PM
Peak pm peak

Minutes

7.7

7.5 9.5

time during peak

EASTBOUND
MAINLANES: Travel
time along EB US 290
mainlanes from Circle
Drive to Old
Fredericksburg Rd, am
peak

Minutes

3.5

3.5 7.9

EASTBOUND
FRONTAGE ROAD:
Travel time along EB
US 290 FTG RD from
Circle Drive to Old
Fredericksburg Rd, am
peak

Minutes

7.9

7.7 8.4

Improves SH 71
operational
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Performance
Measures

Key: Deciding Parameters, Better +, Worse -, No Difference

Criterion

efficiency—
increases
roadway
capacity and
reduces travel
time during peak
hour for 2040
traffic

Evaluation Parameters

WESTBOUND
MAINLANES: Travel
time along WB US 290
and SH 71 from Old
Fredericksburg Rd to
Silvermine Drive, pm
peak

Evaluation
Parameters
(Units)

Minutes

WESTBOUND
FRONTAGE ROADS:
Travel time along WB
US 290 and SH 71
from OId
Fredericksburg Rd to
Silvermine Drive, pm
peak

Minutes

EASTBOUND
MAINLANES: Travel
time along EB SH 71
and US 290 from
Silvermine Drive to Old
Fredericksburg Rd, am
peak

Minutes

EASTBOUND
FRONTAGE ROAD:
Travel time along EB
SH 71 and US 290
from Silvermine Drive
to Old Fredericksburg
Rd, am peak

Minutes

Minimize
conflicts
between
pedestrians/
bicyclists and
motor vehicles

Number of at-grade
crossings of the
shared-use path and
streets

Cost and Human

Number

Impacts

'r\glsr;:jrgﬁt?al Number of residential Each
relocations relocations
Potential Minimize | Number of commercial Each
commercia displacements
property displacements P
impacts
Length of
Changes in Control of access control of
access purchased access to be
purchased
. Minimize noise Average noise levels
ﬁg}segtlal impacts to (No Build 2013 and Decibels
impacts sensitive Build 2040 with noise
P receivers walls)
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Performance
Measures

Key: Deciding Parameters, Better +, Worse -, No Difference

Criterion

Evaluation Parameters

Number of potential
noise impacts (No Build
shows noise impacts as
of 2013. Build
Alternatives A and C
show projected
impacts)

Evaluation
Parameters
(Units)

Average decibel (dB)
increase for all
residents

Decibels

Potential air
quality
impacts

Minimize
impacts to air
quality

Reduces MSAT?

Yes/No

Exceeds CO threshold?

Yes/No

Minimize
impacts to EJ
communities

Are there EJ
communities with
disproportionate
impacts?

Yes/No

Community
impacts

Minimize
impacts to
community

cohesion/access

Change in length of
access—SB Patton
Ranch Rd to EB US 290

Length

Change in length of
access—SB Old Bee
Cave Rd to EB US 290

Length

Change in length of
access—WB US 290 to
McCarty Lane

Length

Change in length of
access—NB drive (Jim's
Restaurant) to WB
SH71

Length

Change in length of
access—EB SH 71 to
SB drive (McDonald's)

Length

Change in length of
access—WB SH 71 to
NB drive (McDonald's)

Length

Change in length of
access—WB SH 71 to
NB drive (Jim's
Restaurant)

Length

Total change in the
length of access points
in/out where there is a
difference between
Alternatives A and C

Length
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Key: Deciding Parameters, Better +,

Performance Criterion Evaluation Parameters Evaluation Alternative | Alternative No Build
Measures Parameters A C Alternative
(Units)
Aesthetics Area of Williamson
and visual Creek
impacts disturbance/restoration
(including
reconstruction of Old Acres Leet e b7
Bee Cave Road, William
Cannon, and US 290
bridges)
Vo_Iume of concrete
bridges and culverts | ¢pic vards | 2,933 2,933 0
within floodplain
removed
Minimize Preliminary total
construction implementation cost $ Million 536 542 N/A
cost estimate
Preliminary Minimize rieht Right-of-way area Acres 74.58 75.19 N/A
project cost oflwgli?)sr!(g - Preliminary right-of-way
estimated cost $ Million 26.5 26.8 N/A
Minimi_ze utility Prelimi_nary utility $ Million 7.7 7.7 N/A
relocation cost relocation cost
Cultural Resources Impacts
Minimize Number of NHRP
impacts to NHRP | structures or properties Each 0 0 N/A
structures affected by the project
Minimize
. Number of recorded
?euslgljjrr&c‘:les :rr(?cpoi(c:jtesdtg rch archeological sites Each 4 4 4
- : affected by the project
sites
Avoid impacts to | Number of Section 6(f)
Section 6(f) and | and 4(f) properties Each (0] 0 N/A
4(f) properties affected by the project
Natural Resource Impacts
Minimize Acres of additional
Edwards Aquifer | impervious cover in the
Recharge Zone Edwards Aquifer Acres
and Contributing | Recharge Zone and
. Zone impacts Contributing Zone
Potential
water Minimize 100- Acres of floodplain
resources year floodplain within proposed right- Acres
impacts (FEMA) impacts | of-way
Minimize flood-
stage flow in 100-year flow rate of Cubic Feet
Williamson Williamson Creek at per second
Creek William Cannon Drive
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Key: Deciding Parameters, Better +, Worse -, No Difference

Performance Criterion Evaluation Parameters Evaluation Alternative | Alternative No Build

Measures

Parameters
(Units)

Minimize

recharge Number of known Each
features recharge features filled

affected

Minimize
stream/creek
crossings

Acres of streams and
water bodies within
right-of-way

Acres

Total suspended solid

Maximize (TSS) removal Pounds
improvement of | Nymper of water
water quality quality ponds Each

constructed

Minimize
impacts to
wetlands

Acres of wetland
impacted

Acres

gﬂr:ggn:]g:re d Acres of potential
songbird h_abitat within proposed Acres
impacts right-of-way
Threatened S
endangered gﬂr:S;TZSred Presence/absence
species Karst sg ecies within the proposed Yes/No
potential impa ctg right-of-way
impacts P
Minimize _
endangered _Is water q;:allty Yes/No
salamander improved?

species impacts

Minimize

Area of riparian

riparian
woodland n/qoeodllg ne(lst removed by Acres
impacts proj

Vegetation
impacts

Minimize
impacts to large
trees (larger

Number of trees (all
species) removed

;[jri\:rr;gti:gih (greater than 35-inch Number
breast height DBH)
[DBH])

DOES THE ALTERNATIVE MEET THE STATED PURPOSE AND NEED

A

c

Alternative

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE?

YES

NO

NO
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3.3.3.1 Environmental Least Harm Analysis

Major results of the environmental least harm analysis are summarized as follows:

e Improve Mobility and Operational Efficiency

0 Criterion: Improves operational efficiency along US 290 and SH 71 by
increasing roadway capacity and reducing travel time during peak hours for
2040 traffic. Travel times along US 290 and SH 71 would be reduced by
similar amounts under Alternatives A and C.

0 Criterion: Minimize conflicts between pedestrians/bicyclists and motor
vehicles. Alternative A consists of 19 at-grade crossings of shared-use path
and streets, which is 4 fewer than Alternative C, with 23.

e Potential Property Impacts

0 Criterion: Minimize residential and commercial relocations and
displacements. Alternatives A and C result in the same number of residential
relocations (1) and commercial displacements (4).

0 Criterion: Changes in access. Alternative A results in a total length of 10,480
linear feet of control of access to be purchased, which is slightly less than
Alternative C, at 10,890 linear feet.

e Minimize Noise Impacts to Sensitive Receivers

0 The number of potential noise impacts is similar for Alternatives A and C.
Alternative A would result in a slightly lower average decibel increase for all
residents at 0.1 dB, versus 0.7 dB for Alternative C.

e Minimize Impacts to Air Quality

0 Both Alternatives A and C would reduce MSAT, and neither would exceed the
threshold for CO.

e Community Impacts

0 Criterion: Minimize impacts to EJ communities. Neither alternative impacts EJ
communities disproportionately.

0 Criterion: Minimize impacts to community cohesion/access. Alternative A
results in 7,200 linear feet of total change in length of access points in/out,
which is 5,520 linear feet less than Alternative C.

e Aesthetics and Visual Impacts

0 Alternative A proposes 10,840 linear feet of elevated structures, which is
3,160 less than Alternative C, with 14,000. The acreage of Williamson Creek
disturbance/restoration proposed (including reconstruction of Old Bee Cave
Road, William Cannon Drive, and US 290 bridges) is under 1.0 acre for both
alternatives. The cubic yards of concrete bridges and culverts within
floodplains to be removed is the same for Alternatives A and C (2,933 cy).
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e Preliminary Project Cost

(0]

Criteria: Minimize construction, right-of-way, and utility relocation costs.
Project costs, including construction, right-of-way, and utility relocation, are
approximately $6 million less for Alternative A, at a total cost of $570.2
million, than for Alternative C, which results in a total cost of $576.5 million.

e Cultural Resources

o

Criteria: Minimize impacts to historic, archeological, Section 4(f), and Section
6(f) resources. The number of NRHP-eligible resources (0), recorded
archeological sites (4), and Section 6(f) and/or 4(f) properties (0) affected by
the project is the same for Alternatives A and C.

e Water Resources

(0]

Criteria: Minimize impacts to the Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone and
Contributing Zone, 100-Year floodplain, flood-stage flow in Williamson Creek,
and recharge features. Water resources impacts were similar for Alternatives
A and C. The number of acres of proposed additional impervious cover in the
Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone and Contributing Zone is a difference of 0.4
acre between Alternatives A and C. The acres of floodplain within the
proposed right-of-way is a difference of 0.24 between Alternatives A and C.
Cubic feet-per-second of the 100-year flow rate of Williamson Creek at William
Cannon Drive is the same for both alternatives, at 10,114; the additional
number of known recharge features filled is 1 for both alternatives.

Criterion: Minimize stream/creek crossings. The acres of streams and water
bodies within the right-of-way is more than 1 acre less for Alternative A, at
3.40 acres (4.78 under Alternative C).

Criterion: Maximize improvement of water quality. The amount of total
suspended solids (TSS) proposed to be removed is a difference of 383 Ibs.
between Alternatives A and C. Alternative A proposes to construct 17 water
quality ponds, which is two more than the 15 water quality ponds for
Alternative C.

Criterion: Minimize impacts to wetlands. Alternatives A and C result in the
same acreage of impacted wetlands.

e Threatened and Endangered Species

(0}

Criteria: Minimize impacts to endangered songbirds, karst species, and
salamander species. Neither alternative revealed potential habitat within the
proposed right-of-way for songbirds, nor did they reveal the presence of
suitable karst feature habitat in the right-of-way. Water quality is improved for
both alternatives, thus minimizing impacts to the endangered salamanders.

e Vegetation Impacts
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0 Criteria: Minimize impacts to riparian woodlands and large trees. Alternatives
A and C would result in less than a 1-acre difference of impacts to riparian
woodlands. Alternative A would remove three more large trees than
Alternative C, but the total number of trees removed is anticipated to be the
same for either alternative.

3.3.3.2 Engineering and Constructability Analysis

Alternatives A and C were developed to satisfy the purpose and need for the project. This
required the development of freeway mainlanes with grade separations at key intersecting
roadways for through traffic, along with one-way frontage roads to accommodate the local
traffic needs. In addition, each alternative includes shared-use paths and sidewalks
throughout the project limits, consideration for bus pull-outs along frontage roads, and
possible accommodation for future transit in the corridor. Both alternatives are similar but
have differences that are measurable in performance.

Traffic Projections

The design-year traffic projections were forecasted by applying the CAMPO travel demand
model. This updated version of the CAMPO travel demand model was approved by the
Transportation Planning and Programming (TP&P) division of TXDOT and includes a base year
of 2010 and future years of 2020 and 2040. The traffic projection study included these tasks:

e Evaluation of the 2010 Base Model traffic assignments

e Modification of the 2040 highway network to represent the No Build and Build
alternative geometry and roadway connectivity

e Application of CAMPO’s 2040 travel demand model and a multi-modal multi-class
user equilibrium vehicle assignment process to develop peak period and daily
traffic assignments for No Build and Build Alternatives

Level of Service

As mentioned previously, the measure of the operational condition of a highway as perceived
by the driver is characterized as that highway’s LOS. LOS is broken into categories ranging
from A to F, with A representing free-flow operations and F representing very congested traffic
conditions. In the publication A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) recommends
that urban freeways and their auxiliary facilities should generally be designed for LOS C in
urban areas. TxDOT has adopted these standards, stating in their Roadway Design Manual
(TxDOT, 2014) that “[f]lor acceptable degrees of congestion, urban freeways and their auxiliary
facilities should generally be designed for level of service C...in the design year,” and that “[i]n
heavily developed urban areas, level of service D may be acceptable.” The study corridor and
surrounding area is considered to be heavily developed; therefore, a LOS D design standard
would be acceptable for the proposed project.
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Analysis of design-year 2040 traffic conditions for the Build Alternatives has been conducted
for the proposed project, and these planning studies indicate that Alternatives A and C are
projected to operate at LOS C or better during the peak-hour periods in the year 2040. The No
Build Alternative is projected to operate at LOS F conditions during the peak periods.

Travel Time Evaluation

Another fundamental measure of the operational condition of a highway is travel time. As part
of the alternative screening process, each alternative’s ability to improve the project’'s
operational efficiency and reduce travel time during the design year peak-hour period was
analyzed. The study corridor under Alternatives A and C, as well as the No Build scenario, were
modeled utilizing micro-simulation software to evaluate the travel times along the corridor.
The analysis included travel times along the mainlanes and frontage roads in each peak hour
direction of travel. The results of the analysis indicated that each of the proposed Build
Alternatives are projected to provide a significant reduction in peak-hour travel time compared
to the No Build Alternative.

Change in Access

Because the alternatives convert the existing two-way highway to a pair of one-way frontage
roads, local access would change. For driveways and collector roadways that intersect a one-
way frontage road, the existing left-turn movement would change. This movement would
require a right turn onto the one-way frontage road to the next U-turn to complete the left turn.
Conversely, for destinations that are on the left side of the facility, drivers would be required
to travel beyond the destination and use the U-turn. While this does require more travel
distance, it greatly improves safety by reducing conflict points between left-turning vehicles
and on-coming traffic. A detailed access study of left turns was conducted that provided the
change in access for a total of 117 locations for each alternative. The summary of the
differences in change of access between alternatives is shown in Table 3-3.

Constructability

Construction sequencing concepts were developed for each alternative. Horizontal and
vertical alignments, along with cross sections every 100 feet, were developed to aid in
determining the constructability of the alternatives. Both alternatives, if constructed, would
include challenges common to major urban roadway projects. These would be overcome with
careful planning prior to construction and would include:

e Safe handling of heavy traffic in the construction zone
e Maintenance of local access
e Maintenance of utilities

e Use of large quantities of construction materials—approximate key quantities are
shown in Table 3-4.
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Table 3-3. Differences in Change of Access for the Build Alternatives

Change in Access Lengths (ft)
Alternative  Alternative
A (¥
SB Patton Ranch Rd to EB US 290 2,700 1,070
SB Old Bee Cave Rd to EB US 290 2,000 4,950
WB US 290 to McCarty Lane 2,500 1,100
NB drive (Jim's Restaurant) to WB SH 71 0 1,350
EB SH 71 to SB drive (McDonald's) 0 1,450
WB SH 71 to NB drive (McDonald's) 0 1,400
WB SH 71 to NB drive (Jim's Restaurant) 0 1,400
Total change in the length of access points in/out where there is a 7,200 12,720

difference between Alternatives A and C

Source: Project Team, 2017
Note: EB=eastbound, NB=northbound, SB=southbound, WB=westbound

Table 3-4. Quantities of Construction Materials Needed for the Build Alternatives

Unit  Alternative A Alternative C

Excavation CY 1,968,000 1,538,000
Embankment (Fill) CYy 429,000 509,000
Roadway Pavement  SY 616,000 587,000
Bridge SF 920,000 1,047,000
Retaining Wall SF 935,000 986,000

Source: Project Team, 2017
Note: CY=cubic yards, SY=square yards, SF=square feet

The construction sequencing concept is very similar for Alternatives A and C. Generally, the
new frontage roads, intersecting streets, and storm drainage trunk lines would be constructed
first while the traffic is located on the existing facilities. The intersecting streets would require
multiple steps to construct while accommodating the traffic movements. After traffic is
switched to the new frontage roads, the existing facility would be removed and the new
mainlanes constructed in the middle. Figures 3-1 through 3-3 are conceptual illustrations of
the proposed construction phases. If funding were not available for the entire project, the
frontage roads could be constructed first, which would improve some traffic and safety issues
in the corridor (see Figures 3-1 and 3-2). Should additional funding become available, the
construction of the mainlanes (Figure 3-3) would be constructed next, followed by the direct
connector ramps between US 290 and SH 71. These options apply to both Alternatives A
and C.
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Figure 3-1. Phase 1 could consist of construction of the US 290 eastbound frontage roads.
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Figure 3-2. Phase 2 could consist of construction of the US 290 westbound frontage roads.
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Figure 3-3. Phase 3 could consist of construction of the mainlanes.
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3.4 Alternatives Considered in the DEIS

Plans, profile views, and typical sections for both Alternative A and Alternative C are available
in Appendix A, Schematic Designs for the Build Alternatives.

34.1 Alternative A

Alternative A is a conventional controlled-access highway with frontage roads. New
construction on roadway improvements would begin just east of Joe Tanner Lane where the
existing mainlanes transition to an urban highway. With Alternative A, the mainlanes would
be elevated over William Cannon Drive, and the westbound mainlanes and frontage road
would be located north of Williamson Creek. The mainlanes would be depressed under SH 71
and direct connectors would be provided connecting eastbound SH 71 with US 290 and
westbound US 290 to SH 71. Mainlanes would vary from four near William Cannon Drive to
two near the western project limit. Grade-separated intersections would be constructed at
Convict Hill Road, RM 1826, Scenic Brook Drive, and Circle Drive (South View Road).
Mainlanes would generally be 12 feet wide with 10-foot-wide shoulders. Texas turnarounds,
which allow vehicles traveling on a frontage road to U-turn onto the opposite frontage road,
would be constructed on US 290 frontage roads at Scenic Brook Drive, RM 1826, Convict Hill
Drive, and William Cannon Drive.

Along SH 71, the direct connector ramps would extend past Scenic Brook Drive where the
mainlanes would transition to a five-lane (three lanes northbound, two lanes southbound)
rural highway with Texas turnarounds. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be provided via
a shared-use path which would be provided along the entire project length.

Alternative A is the Recommended Alternative.

3.4.2 Alternative C

Alternative Cis a controlled-access highway with frontage roads. New construction on roadway
improvements would begin just east of Joe Tanner Lane where the existing mainlanes
transition to an urban highway. With Alternative C, the mainlanes would be elevated over
William Cannon Drive with eastbound and westbound mainlanes located north of Williamson
Creek. The frontage roads would be parallel to the existing highway. The mainlanes would
remain elevated over the intersection with SH 71. West of SH 71, Alternatives A and C share
the same design, and grade-separated intersections would be constructed at Convict Hill
Road, RM 1826, Scenic Brook Drive, and Circle Drive (South View Road). Direct connectors
would allow drivers to access westbound SH 71 and eastbound US 290. US 290 would consist
of two to four 12-foot-wide lanes with 10-foot-wide shoulders. Texas turnarounds would be
constructed on US 290 frontage roads at Scenic Brook Drive, RM 1826, and Convict Hill Drive.

Along SH 71, the direct connector ramps would extend past Scenic Brook Drive where the
mainlanes would transition to a five-lane (three lanes northbound, two lanes southbound)
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rural highway with Texas turnarounds. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be provided via
a shared-use path which would be provided along the entire project length.

3.4.3 No Build Alternative

Consistent with the requirements of NEPA and FHWA guidelines, this analysis considers an
alternative that assesses environmental effects if the proposed project were not built. This
alternative, called the No Build Alternative, includes the routine maintenance improvements
of the existing roads in the study area and the currently programmed, committed, and funded
roadway projects. While the No Build Alternative does not meet the project needs, it provides
a baseline condition to compare and measure the effects of the two Build Alternatives.

Oak Hill Parkway
CSJs: 0113-08-060 & 0700-03-077 38 2018 DRAFT EIS



	Executive Summary
	Table of Contents
	List of Acronyms and Abbreviations
	1. Introduction
	1.1 Logical Termini and Independent Utility
	1.2 Project History
	1.3 Description of the Oak Hill Parkway Corridor
	1.4 Existing Facility
	1.4.1 US 290 from MoPac to Circle Drive
	1.4.2 SH 71 from US 290 to Silvermine Drive
	1.4.3 Interim Intersection Improvements


	2. Purpose and Need
	2.1 Need for the Proposed Project
	2.1.1 Corridor Growth in Population
	2.1.2 Traffic and Roadway Congestion
	2.1.3 System Connectivity
	2.1.4 Crash Data
	2.1.5 Emergency Response

	2.2 Statement of Purpose
	2.2.1 Goals and Objectives


	3. Alternatives Analysis
	3.1 Preliminary Concept Development
	3.1.1 Concept A—US 290 Depressed Mainlanes
	3.1.2 Concept B—US 290 Mainlanes North of Williamson Creek Without Direct Connectors
	3.1.3 Concept C—US 290 Mainlanes North of Williamson Creek With Direct Connectors
	3.1.4 Concept D—US 290 Express Lanes With Frontage Roads
	3.1.5 Concept E-1—Improvements at William Cannon Drive and SH 71
	3.1.6 Concept E-2—Grade Separations at William Cannon Drive Only
	3.1.7 Concept F—Parkway Concept
	3.1.8 2007 Alternative
	3.1.9 Transportation System Management (TSM)
	3.1.10 Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
	3.1.11 Localized Design Options
	3.1.11.1 Option 1
	3.1.11.2 Option 2


	3.2 Public Response to Preliminary Concepts
	3.3 Screening Evaluation Criteria
	3.3.1 Phase 1 Screening
	3.3.2 Phase 2 Screening
	3.3.3 Phase 3 Screening
	3.3.3.1 Environmental Least Harm Analysis
	3.3.3.2 Engineering and Constructability Analysis


	3.4 Alternatives Considered in the DEIS
	3.4.1 Alternative A
	3.4.2 Alternative C
	3.4.3 No Build Alternative


	4. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
	4.1 Resources Eliminated from Further Study
	4.1.1 Section 4(f) of the DOT Act of 1966
	4.1.2 Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Act
	4.1.3 Chapter 26 of the Parks and Wildlife Code
	4.1.4 Airway-Highway Clearance
	4.1.5 U.S. Coast Guard Permits
	4.1.6 Coastal Zone Management and Coastal Barriers
	4.1.7 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
	4.1.8 Marine Mammal Protection Act
	4.1.9 Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
	4.1.10 Trinity River Corridor Development Certification
	4.1.11 International Boundary and Water Commission
	4.1.12 Wild and Scenic Rivers
	4.1.13 Native American Concerns

	4.2 Land Use
	4.2.1 Consistency with Local Plans and Land Use Policies
	4.2.1.1 CAMPO 2040 Regional Transportation Plan
	4.2.1.2 City of Austin: Imagine Austin
	4.2.1.3 City of Austin—Urban Trails Master Plan
	4.2.1.4 Oak Hill Combined Neighborhood Plan
	4.2.1.5 Travis County Land, Water, and Transportation Plan

	4.2.2 Existing Conditions
	4.2.2.1 Existing Conditions at Build and No Build Alternatives

	4.2.3 Impacts of Alternatives
	4.2.3.1 Alternative A
	4.2.3.2 Alternative C
	4.2.3.3 No Build Alternative
	4.2.3.4 Encroachment-Alteration Impacts

	4.2.4 Conclusion

	4.3 Transportation System
	4.3.1 Description of Existing and Planned System
	4.3.1.1 Roadway
	4.3.1.2 Transit
	4.3.1.3 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

	4.3.2 Environmental Consequences
	4.3.2.1 Alternatives A and C
	4.3.2.2 No Build Alternative
	4.3.2.3 Encroachment-Alteration Effects


	4.4 Geologic and Soil Resources
	4.4.1 Physiography
	4.4.2 Geology
	4.4.3 Soils
	4.4.3.1 Prime or Unique Farmland
	4.4.3.2 Hydric Soils

	4.4.4 Environmental Consequences
	4.4.4.1 Build Alternatives
	4.4.4.2 No Build Alternative
	4.4.4.3 Encroachment-Alteration Effects


	4.5 Socioeconomic Resources
	4.5.1 Neighborhoods, Communities, and Mobile Home Parks
	4.5.2 Police, Fire, and Emergency Services
	4.5.3 Schools
	4.5.4 Places of Worship
	4.5.5 Cemeteries
	4.5.6 Parkland
	4.5.7 Other Community Facilities
	4.5.8 Demographic Characteristics
	4.5.8.1 Historic Growth
	4.5.8.2 Race and Ethnicity
	4.5.8.3 Household Income
	4.5.8.4 Other Demographic Characteristics

	4.5.9 Employment and Economic Conditions
	4.5.9.1 Employment
	4.5.9.2 Commercial Activity

	4.5.10 Displacements and Relocations
	4.5.11 Access Analysis
	4.5.12 Community Cohesion
	4.5.13 Environmental Consequences
	4.5.13.1 Alternative A
	4.5.13.2 Alternative C
	4.5.13.3 No Build Alternative
	4.5.13.4 Encroachment-Alteration Effects


	4.6 Environmental Justice
	4.6.1 Definitions
	4.6.2 Limited English Proficiency
	4.6.3 Alternative A
	4.6.3.1 Environmental Justice
	4.6.3.2 Limited English Proficiency

	4.6.4 Alternative C
	4.6.4.1 Environmental Justice
	4.6.4.2 Limited English Proficiency

	4.6.5 No Build Alternative
	4.6.6 Encroachment-Alteration Effects

	4.7 Air Quality
	4.7.1 Conformity to Transportation Plans
	4.7.2 Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air Quality Analysis (CO TAQA)
	4.7.3 Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT)
	4.7.3.1 Project-Specific MSAT Information
	4.7.3.2 Quantitative MSAT Analysis Methodology
	4.7.3.3 Quantitative MSAT Analysis Results

	4.7.4 Environmental Consequences
	4.7.4.1 Build Alternatives
	4.7.4.2 No Build
	4.7.4.3 Encroachment-Alteration Effects


	4.8 Traffic Noise Analysis
	4.8.1 Background Information
	4.8.2 Environmental Consequences
	4.8.2.1 Alternative A
	4.8.2.2 Alternative C
	4.8.2.3 No Build Alternative
	4.8.2.4 Encroachment-Alteration Effects


	4.9 Water Resources
	4.9.1 Edwards Aquifer/Groundwater Resources
	4.9.1.1 Existing Conditions
	4.9.1.2 Groundwater Recharge and Discharge
	4.9.1.3 Groundwater Quality
	4.9.1.4 Groundwater Quantity
	4.9.1.5 Environmental Consequences

	4.9.2 Surface Water Resources
	4.9.2.1 Existing Conditions
	4.9.2.2 Watersheds
	4.9.2.3 Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S., Including Wetlands
	4.9.2.4 Floodplains
	4.9.2.5 Surface Water Quality and Quantity
	4.9.2.6 Environmental Consequences
	Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S., Including Wetlands
	Floodplains
	Surface Water Quality and Quantity

	4.9.2.7 Encroachment-Alteration Effects
	Waters of the U.S., Including Wetlands
	Floodplains
	Surface Water Quality and Quantity



	4.10 Ecological Resources
	4.10.1 Regulatory Authority
	4.10.1.1 Migratory Bird Treaty Act
	4.10.1.2 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
	4.10.1.3 Texas Parks and Wildlife Department Memorandum of Understanding

	4.10.2 Vegetation
	4.10.2.1 TPWD Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas
	4.10.2.2 Trees
	4.10.2.3 Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species
	4.10.2.4 Executive Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping

	4.10.3 Fish and Wildlife Resources
	4.10.3.1 Non-Rare Fish and Wildlife
	4.10.3.2 Federally Listed Species and the Endangered Species Act
	Edwards Aquifer Salamander Species
	Bee Creek Cave Harvestman—Federal Endangered and State SGCN
	Bracted Twistflower—Federal Candidate and State SGCN
	Alternative A
	Edwards Aquifer Salamander Species
	Bee Creek Cave Harvestman
	Bracted Twistflower

	Alternative C
	Edwards Aquifer Salamander Species
	Bee Creek Cave harvestman
	Bracted Twistflower

	No Build Alternative

	4.10.3.3 State-Listed Species and Species of Greatest Conservation Need
	Plants
	Cave Myotis Bat
	Plains Spotted Skunk
	Guadalupe Bass
	Texas Garter Snake
	Alternative A
	Alternative C
	No Build Alternative
	Encroachment-Alteration Effects



	4.11 Cultural Resources
	4.11.1 Regulatory Requirements
	4.11.2 Archeological Resources
	4.11.2.1 Existing Conditions and Previous Investigations
	4.11.2.2 Previously Recorded Archeological Sites
	4.11.2.3 State Antiquities Landmarks
	4.11.2.4 Cemeteries
	4.11.2.5 Environmental Consequences

	4.11.3 Historic Resources
	4.11.3.1 Existing Conditions
	4.11.3.2 Methods
	4.11.3.3 Domestic Resources
	4.11.3.4 Commercial Resources
	4.11.3.5 Education/School Resources
	4.11.3.6 Historic Districts
	4.11.3.7 Environmental Consequences


	4.12 Hazardous Materials
	4.12.1 Existing Conditions
	4.12.1.1 Review of Federal, State, and Supplemental Databases

	4.12.2 Environmental Consequences
	4.12.2.1 Alternative A
	4.12.2.2 Alternative C
	4.12.2.3 No Build Alternative
	4.12.2.4 Encroachment-Alteration Effects


	4.13 Visual and Aesthetic Resources
	4.13.1 History of Stakeholder Involvement
	4.13.2 Method
	4.13.3 Affected Environment
	4.13.3.1 Landscape Unit 1: MoPac to Joe Tanner Lane
	4.13.3.2 Landscape Unit 2: Joe Tanner Lane to Old Bee Cave Road
	4.13.3.3 Landscape Unit 3: The “Y” Interchange (Old Bee Cave Road to Scenic Brook Drive and Convict Hill Road
	4.13.3.4 Landscape Unit 4: Convict Hill Road to Tara Lane
	4.13.3.5 Landscape Unit 5: Scenic Brook Drive to Silvermine Drive

	4.13.4 Environmental Consequences
	4.13.4.1 Landscape Unit 1: MoPac to Joe Tanner Lane
	4.13.4.2 Landscape Unit 2: Joe Tanner Lane to Old Bee Cave Road
	4.13.4.3 Landscape Unit 3: The “Y” Interchange (Old Bee Cave Road to Scenic Book Drive and Convict Hill Road)
	4.13.4.4 Landscape Unit 4: Convict Hill Road to Tara Lane
	4.13.4.5 Landscape Unit 5: Scenic Brook Drive to Silvermine Drive
	4.13.4.6 No Build Alternative

	4.13.5 Conclusion
	4.13.5.1 Build Alternatives
	4.13.5.2 No Build Alternative
	4.13.5.3 Encroachment-Alteration Effects


	4.14 Energy Impacts
	4.14.1 Build Alternatives
	4.14.2 No Build Alternative

	4.15 Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change
	4.15.1 Statewide Climate Change Assessment Summary
	4.15.1.1 Adaptation and Resiliency Strategies

	4.15.2 Statewide On-Road GHG Analysis Summary
	4.15.2.1 Mitigation Measures

	4.15.3 Conclusion

	4.16 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources
	4.16.1 No Build Alternative

	4.17 Construction Impacts
	4.17.1 Noise Impacts—Construction Phase
	4.17.2 Air Quality Impacts—Construction Phase
	4.17.3 Biological Impacts—Construction Phase
	4.17.4 Traffic Pattern Impact—Construction Phase
	4.17.5 Hazardous Materials—Construction Phase
	4.17.6 Water Resources—Construction Phase
	4.17.7 Geologic and Soil Impacts—Construction Phase


	5. Indirect Effects
	5.1 Guidance and Methodology
	5.2 Scoping and Area of Influence
	5.3 Analysis Results
	5.4 Identified Resources Subject to Induced Growth Impacts
	5.5 Conclusion

	6. Cumulative Effects
	6.1 Scoping and Resource Study Areas
	6.2 Analysis Results: Watersheds, Water Quality, and Threatened and Endangered Species
	6.3 Conclusion

	7. Public and Agency Involvement
	7.1 Notice of Intent
	7.2 Public and Agency Coordination Plan
	7.3 Scoping Meetings
	7.3.1 Public Scoping Meetings
	7.3.1.1 Open House No. 1
	7.3.1.2 Invitations
	7.3.1.3 Meeting Information
	7.3.1.4 Comments

	7.3.2 Agency Scoping Meetings

	7.4 Agency Coordination
	7.4.1 Lead Agencies
	7.4.2 Cooperating and Participating Agencies

	7.5 Open Houses
	7.5.1 Open House No. 2
	7.5.1.1 Invitations
	7.5.1.2 Meeting Information
	7.5.1.3 Virtual Open House
	7.5.1.4 Comments

	7.5.2 Open House No. 3
	7.5.2.1 Invitations
	7.5.2.2 Meeting Information
	7.5.2.3 Virtual Open House
	7.5.2.4 Comments

	7.5.3 Open House No. 4
	7.5.3.1 Invitations
	7.5.3.2 Meeting Information
	7.5.3.3 Virtual Open House
	7.5.3.4 Comments

	7.5.4 Open House No. 5
	7.5.4.1 Invitations
	7.5.4.2 Meeting Information
	7.5.4.3 Virtual Open House
	7.5.4.4 Comments

	7.5.5 Open House No. 6
	7.5.5.1 Invitations
	7.5.5.2 Meeting Information
	7.5.5.3 Virtual Open House
	7.5.5.4 Comments


	7.6 Community Workshops
	7.6.1 Oak Hill Envisioning Mobility Workshop
	7.6.2 Environmental Workgroup Meeting
	7.6.3 Design Workgroup Meeting
	7.6.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Workshop No. 1
	7.6.5 Concept Preview Meeting
	7.6.6 Evaluation Workgroup Meeting
	7.6.7 Finance Workshop
	7.6.8 Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting
	7.6.9 Context Sensitive Solutions Workshop No. 1
	7.6.10 Bicycle and Pedestrian Workshop No. 2
	7.6.11 Context Sensitive Solutions Workshop No. 2
	7.6.12 Water Quality Workshop
	7.6.13 Environmental Workshop
	7.6.14 Public Update Workshop

	7.7 Stakeholder Meetings
	7.7.1 Individuals and Organizations
	7.7.2 Informational Booths

	7.8 Additional Community Outreach
	7.8.1 Oak Hill Parkway Website
	7.8.2 Electronic Newsletters
	7.8.3 Social Media

	7.9 Public Hearing
	7.10 Notice of Availability
	7.11 Community Impact to Design

	8. Recommendation of Preferred Alternative
	8.1 Rationale for Recommending the Preferred Alternative

	9. Environmental Permits, Issues, and Commitments
	9.1 Introduction
	9.2 Soils and Geology
	9.3 Community Resources
	9.3.1 Landscaping
	9.3.2 Right-of-Way Design

	9.4 Pedestrian and Bicycle Paths
	9.5 Displacements and Relocations
	9.6 Transportation Facilities
	9.7 Air Quality
	9.8 Noise Abatement Measures
	9.9 Water Resources
	9.9.1 Ground Water
	9.9.2 Surface Water

	9.10 Floodplains
	9.11 Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.S.
	9.12 Vegetation and Wildlife
	9.13 Threatened and Endangered Species
	9.14 Archeological Resources
	9.15 Hazardous Materials
	9.16 Visual and Aesthetic Resources

	10. References
	10.1 Executive Summary
	10.2 Section 2—Purpose and Need
	10.3 Section 3—Alternatives Analysis
	10.4 Section 4—Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
	10.4.1 Resources Eliminated from Further Review
	10.4.2 Land Use
	10.4.3 Transportation System
	10.4.4 Geologic and Soil Resources
	10.4.5 Socioeconomic Resources
	10.4.6 Environmental Justice
	10.4.7 Air Quality
	10.4.8 Traffic Noise
	10.4.9 Water Resources
	10.4.10 Ecological Resources
	10.4.11 Cultural Resources
	10.4.12 Hazardous Materials
	10.4.13 Visual and Aesthetic Resources
	10.4.14 Energy Impacts
	10.4.15 Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change

	10.5 Indirect Effects
	10.6 Cumulative Effects
	10.7 Environmental Permits, Issues, and Commitments

	11. List of Preparers
	12. Distribution List



