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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Assessment (EA) presents the potential environmental effects of a project
proposed by the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) - Houston District to improve
approximately 3.7 miles of Farm-to-Market Rd. (FM) 2218 between Interstate (I) 69/U.S. Highway 59
(US 59) and State Highway 36 (SH 36) south of Rosenberg in Fort Bend County (Appendix A). This EA
presents the need for and purpose of the proposed project, a description of the proposed project,
and an interdisciplinary evaluation of the potential effects to the human and natural environment for
those issues of concern. The draft EA will be made available for public review and comments received
will be considered by TxDOT in the decision-making process. If it is determined that no significant
adverse environmental effects will result from the proposed project, a Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) will be prepared and made available to the public.

This EA has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969,
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations (40 CFR §1502.13), FHWA Technical Advisory
T6640.8A, and TxDOT guidance documents. 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 (MOU) dated
December 16, 2014, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT. A description of the public involvement is
provided in Section 7.0.

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.1 Existing Facility

Existing FM 2218 between US 59 and SH 36 is a two-lane, undivided facility with 12-foot travel lanes
and unimproved shoulders. The typical ROW width is 100 ft. in the project area, with no bicycle or
pedestrian accommodations. A typical section of the existing roadway can be found in Appendix D.

2.2  Proposed Facility

The proposed project improvements would consist of widening and reconstructing the existing facility
to a four-lane (two lanes in each direction) divided roadway. The proposed roadway would have 12-
foot travel lanes with a 15-foot raised grass median and a curb and gutter drainage system. Left turns
would only be permitted at designated breaks in the median where 12-foot turn lanes are provided.
The turn lanes would be controlled (with signals) at major intersections and uncontrolled (without
signals) at minor intersections, driveways, and u-turn locations. There are a total of 24 median
openings proposed at existing road crossings, certain driveways, and for u-turns. At five proposed u-
turn locations, a road bulb-out will be provided to allow large tractor trailers enough room to
maneuver. Between Longleaf Dr. and SH 36, FM 2218 is proposed to be realigned to provide for a
90-degree, signalled intersection with SH 36 (Appendix C). The realignment will result in a 0.2-mile
road ending in a cul-de sac.

1 CSJ: 2093-01-010



A 3-foot shared bike lane is proposed parallel to FM 2218 on each side of the road. Additionally, 5-
foot sidewalks are planned outside the shared bike lane. The typical road section will be constructed
within a 120-foot proposed ROW (Appendix D). Two 100-foot wide outfall channels (B and C) totalling
4,700 feet are proposed to alleviate drainage within the project area, as well as two detention ponds
(A and C). Detention pond A (7.5 acres) is located near the southern terminus of the project, while
detention pond C (11.5 acres) is located near the north end of the project, at the outlet of outfall C
(Appendix C). The logical termini, construction limits, and study limits for the proposed project are US
59 to SH 36. The proposed project has independent utility, the widening of FM 2218 would not
require any additional transportation improvements to complete and would function on its own
without further construction of any adjoining segments.

The H-GAC (Houston-Galveston Area Council) adopted the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
onJanuary 23, 2015 and the 2017-2020 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for the Houston-
Galveston Metropolitan Planning Area on May 27, 2016. The U.S. Department of Transportation
(USDQT), including the FHWA and Federal Transit Administration (FTA), approved the 2017-2020
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) on December 19, 2016. The proposed project
is listed in the 2017-2020 STIP as a state-funded project (Appendix E) using monies from the passage
of Proposition 7. Proposition 7 is a state constitutional amendment dedicating a portion of the
general sales and use tax and the motor vehicle sales tax to the general highway fund. The proposed
project would cost an estimated 44,042,655 dollars. Currently, the project is scheduled for a
September 2018 let. Although the project is currently listed in the STIP as a state-funded project, the
project is being assessed to NEPA standards in anticipation of FHWA funds at a later date. In addition,
the project has a federal nexus based on an anticipated United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) permit for impacts to waters of U.S. (WOUS).

3.0 PURPOSE AND NEED
3.1 Need

The project is needed because FM 2218 between US 59 and SH 36 is inadequate for existing and
projected growth in the area. The roadway does not meet current design standards.

3.2  Supporting Facts and/or Data

FM 2218 serves as a major arterial within Fort Bend County, which has experienced a substantial
increase in population over the past 20 years. Due to the growth in population, vehicular traffic on
local roadways has increased. Currently within the project limits, FM 2218 is utilized most heavily
by local residents who reside in the vicinity of the project area; however, FM 2218 experiences
increased traffic during peak travel times by commuters who use the roadway to access SH 36 and
US 59. Examining the projected growth within the project vicinity shows that growth is expected to
increase by 51 percent in in Fort Bend County over a 10-year period from 2010-2020

2 CSJ: 2093-01-010



Table 1: Population Trends

Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent
2020 2030 Change | Change | Change | Change
Area 1990 2000 2010 ) )
Projected Projected* (2010- | (2020-
2020) [ 2030)

Texas 16,986,510 20,851,820 25,145,561 29,510,184 33,628,653 23% 21% 17% 14%

Fort

Bend

Cou nty 225,421 354,452 585,375 881,966 1,095,123 57% 65% 51% 24%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau (1990, 2000, 2010 data) and Texas Water Development Board (TWDB; 2020 and 2030

projected data).

3.3  Purpose

The purpose of the proposed project is to accommodate existing and projected growth, and bring
roadway to current design standards between SH 36 and US 59.

4.0 ALTERNATIVES

4.1 Build Alternative

The Build Alternative consists of widening the existing two-lane undivided roadway to a four-lane
divided roadway with a raised grass median within a 120-foot ROW. The road will be widened equally
to the east and west; therefore, the new ROW will extend 10 ft. from either side of the existing ROW.
FM 2218 will also be realigned just south of Longleaf Drive, with the former road ending in a cul-de-
sac.

The Build alternative was determined to meet the stated need and purpose of the project because it
would reduce congestion by increasing turning movements, and improving access to SH 36 and US
59. The Build Alternative’s design will reduce displacements and avoid impacts to future residential
development sites.

4.2 No Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would leave the existing facility unimproved. Normal routine maintenance
would continue and all other pending, previously authorized actions would proceed as long as they
did not require additional travel lanes. The No-Build Alternative would not meet or satisfy the purpose
and need of the proposed project since future transportation volume demands would not be met;
however, the No-Build Alternative is being carried forward for comparison purposes.

4.3  Preliminary Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Consideration

Two preliminary alternatives were considered that would have widened 20 feet to the west or 20 feet
to the east of the existing facility. These alternatives, along with the Build alternative, were presented
at the public meeting held on November 15, 2015 (see section 7.0). Among the comments received

3 CSJ: 2093-01-010



containing a chosen alternative, a slight majority favored the Build alternative discussed in section
4.1. In addition, it was determined that the preliminary alternatives would result in more
displacements and driveway encroachments than the Build alternative, so both were removed from
further consideration.

5.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT and ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The following technical reports and forms were prepared in support of this EA. These topics are
addressed in the EA but are covered in greater detail within their respective reports. Copies of
these documents are found at the District Office and will be available at future public involvement
activities.

e Wetland Delineation Report

e Traffic Noise Technical Report

e Hazardous Materials Initial Site Assessment Report
e Biological Evaluation Form

5.1 Right-of-way/Displacements

The majority of the ROW within the project area consists of multi-use properties including fallow and
active agricultural fields, as well as commercial and residential development. The No-Build
Alternative would require no additional ROW and no relocations or displacements would occur. The
Build Alternative would require approximately 47.9 acres of additional ROW, including land for
stormwater and drainage features. The existing ROW along FM 2218 is 100 feet wide and would be
widened to 120 feet--requiring 10 feet of additional ROW be acquired on either side of the existing
roadway. Since the area acquired for the new ROW will be narrow, potential residential and
commercial displacements will be minimized (see Table 2). In addition, the ROW for the detention
ponds and outfall channels is proposed for currently undeveloped land which will further minimize
potential displacements. There are potentially 163 parcels that will be acquired or partially acquired
for the project, not including existing TXDOT ROW.

Partial Acquisition

Partial acquisition will occur in those instances where the project would result in changes to access
and loss of frontage or parking to a structure’s property or complex, but would not result in the
relocation of the business or structures’ inhabitants. There is potential that loss of parking for some
businesses could result in total displacement. This will be determined through the TxXDOT Real Estate
Department through the property acquisition process. There are no temporary easements proposed
for the project.

4 CSJ: 2093-01-010



Relocation Assistance by TxDOT
TxDOT offers relocation counseling and financial assistance to residences and businesses that are

displaced by the acquisition of highway ROW in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (PL 91-646). Once it is determined that a structure
must be acquired in order to construct that highway, the property owner and/or tenant is contacted
by a relocation counselor who provides information on what benefits for which the owner/tenant is
eligible and assists the owner/tenant in applying for those benefits. The relocation counselor will
provide transportation to inspect the housing (especially for elderly and handicap persons), and
referrals to other agencies that provide assistance for relocated persons.

The relocation counselor also provides a listing of the most current comparable housing, including
those currently available on the market and within the financial means of the occupant. This listing
would be as close as possible to the dwelling being taken in terms of number of rooms, living space,
location, and square footage. The replacement housing has to meet all minimum standards
established by the state (decent, safe, and sanitary) and conform to all local building codes.

Depending on the difference in prices of properties that are comparable, financial assistance in the
form of a purchase supplement, rental assistance payments, or a down payment on a loan may be
offered to the relocatee. No construction would occur in the area immediately adjacent to affected
properties until comparable replacement housing has been made available to all relocatees.t

In addition to residential relocation assistance, TxDOT also provides assistance to relocated
businesses, farms, and nonprofit organizations. These benefits may be in the form of
reimbursements for reasonable moving expenses and reestablishment expenses.

Potential Relocations/Displacements

A list of residences and businesses that could potentially be relocated/displaced for the project,
either through total acquisition or due to the displacement of existing structures or parking, are
provided in Table 2.

Table 2: Potential Relocations/ Displacements

Map Acres to be Business Name/Area
Reference ID # | Property Address Property Type

R46180 4424 FM 2218 0.08 Commercial Handy Stop Market
Exxon/Pumps, Parking

R46200 4606 FM 2218 0.12 Residential N/A
RA5736 4706 FM 2218 0.07 Residential N/A

1TxDOT - Right-of-Way Manual, Volume 3. Relocation Assistance.
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Map Acres to be Business Name/Area
D # Reference ID # | Property Address Property Type

r
85 R45760 4832 FM 2218 0.04 Commercial Duran’s Roofing and

Remodeling/Parking Lot
R45759 4834 FM 2218 0.02 Residential N/A
R181737 5211 FM 2218 0.4 Residential N/A
156 R46808 6230 FM 2218 0.06 Multi-Family N/A

Residential*
Total 0.80

Source: Study Team 2016
*Two residences occur on this parcel, one appears to be a duplex

As indicated in Table 2, the construction of the proposed project would potentially result in the
relocation/displacement of 5 residential parcels in zip code 77469. To assess availability of
replacement residential properties within the project area, a search of the Multiple Listing Service
MLS) at www.har.com (July 2016) was conducted. Available residential properties were searched in
two zip codes located directly adjacent to the project area (77471 and 77461) and within the same
zip code (77469) where the potential displacements would occur. Table 3 indicates that while an
adequate quantity of replacement housing is available within the project vicinity, zip code 77471
provides the most replacement opportunities with a mix of housing prices for the potentially displaced
residences. Parts of the project area fall within zip code 77471, so it is very close to those sections
of the project area in 77469 and could be a source of more affordable housing in the immediate
vicinity.

—

Table 3: Housing Availability by Zip Code

Price Range Total
77469 77471 77461
Total 102 106 29 237

Source: HAR July 2016 Listings.
Note: All housing units listed contained at least two bedrooms and one full bathroom; vacant residential lots were
excluded.
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As indicated in Table 2, the construction of the proposed project would potentially result in the
relocation/displacement of two commercial properties in zip code 77469—a home contractor
specializing in roofing and a gas station/convenience store. A search of the MLS at
www.commgate.com (July 2016) was conducted. Available commercial properties for sale or lease
were searched in the two zip codes located directly adjacent to the project area (77471 and 77461)
and within the same zip code (77469) where the potential displacements would occur. The data
shown in Table 4 indicates that sufficient commercial and retail space is available within the project
area to provide sufficient and comparable relocation options to displaced property owners.

Table 4. MLS Commercial Availability

Zip Code
Properties
77471 77469 77461

Retail for Lease 26 4 0
Retail for Sale 8 3 2

Total 34 7 2

Source: HAR July 2016, Commercial Gateway Listings.

The businesses that have the potential to be displaced do not have any special requirements or
require lots that are larger than the standard size available within the project vicinity. The products
and services offered by the businesses that may be displaced would be available through other
retailers while the displaced businesses relocate. There are no zoning regulations in Fort Bend
County; therefore, any property that would be potentially displaced would not be limited by zoning to
find an acceptable location to relocate.

5.2 Land Use

The proposed project is located within the city of Rosenberg and Fort Bend County. According to H-
GAC, land use within 500 meters of the project area is primarily vacant developable (55 percent),
residential (19 percent), multiple use/other (12 percent), undevelopable (6%), and parks and open
space (4 percent). Approximately 3 percent is commercial, 1 percent is industrial, and 0.7 percent
is unknown (Appendix F, Exhibit 2).

The No Build Alternative would have no direct effects on land use; however, growth and development
would likely continue as population increases. The Build Alternative would require 47.9 acres of
additional ROW. The additional ROW would be acquired adjacent to both sides of the existing FM
2218 in strips of land 10 feet in width. The ROW acquired would be converted to transportation use;
however, because FM 2218 is an existing corridor land use adjacent to the project area would not
substantially change.
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5.3 Farmlands

Five soil associations underlie the study area according to the Web Soil Survey of Fort Bend County,
Texas (2016) (Table 5). The soil associations include areas of loam, clay loam, and clay, and vary
from well drained to poorly drained. All five of the soil associations found in the study area are
considered hydric. As shown in Table 5, four of the mapped soil types are considered by the Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) to be prime farmland soils, with one only considered prime
farmland if drained.

Table 5: Soils Identified within the Project Area

Drainage Class Prime Hydric Soils
Farmland
Soils

Bacliff clay, O to 1 % slopes Poorly drained Yes, if drained Yes

Bernard clay loam, O to 1 % slopes Somewhat poorly drained Yes Yes*
Bernard-Edna complex, O to 1 % slopes Somewhat poorly drained Yes Yes*
Edna loam, O to 1 % slopes Somewhat poorly drained Not Yes*

Lake Charles clay, O to 1 % slopes Moderately well drained Yes Yes*

* Only a small percentage (5% or less) of the soil mapping unit is considered hydric
T While not considered prime farmland, this mapping unit is given the ‘Farmland of Statewide Importance’ designation
Source: NRCS Web Soil Survey and NRCS National Hydric Soils List 2016

Farmland Protection Policy Act

The proposed project would be constructed within existing and proposed TxDOT ROW. The Farmland
Protection Policy Act (FPPA) requires that federal agencies identify and take into account the adverse
effects of their programs on the preservation of farmlands; consider alternative actions, as
appropriate, that could lessen adverse effects; and ensure that the project is compatible with state
and local programs and policies to protect farmlands (7 CFR Part 658). Much of the site has been
previously converted to urban and transportation uses.

The No Build Alternative would have no effect on prime farmland, hydric, or statewide important soils.
As indicated in Table 5, the Build Alternative is underlain by five (5) soil mapping units, three (3) of
which are considered prime farmland and one considered prime farmland if drained by the NRCS.
The proposed ROW was assessed for prime farmland impacts using the NRCS-CPA-106 in October
2016. The NRCS-CPA-106 form is used to evaluate farmland conversion impacts for corridor type
projects, using a numerical score. The proposed project scored a thirteen (13), which is below the
160-point threshold for NRCS coordination. The FPPA states that sites with a rating less than 160
will need no further consideration; therefore, no coordination with the NRCS is required.
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5.4  Utilities/Emergency Services

The No Build Alternative would have no effect on utilities or emergency services.

For the Build Alternative, utilities such as electric, telephone, and cable lines will be relocated prior
to construction. The Village of Pleak Fire Department is located in the southeast quadrant of the
existing intersection of FM 2218 and SH 36. FM 2218 is being realigned in this area and will intersect
with SH 36 to the north of its present location. This short section of existing FM 2218 will be renamed
and end in a cul-de-sac just south of Longleaf Drive. A connector road is proposed between the
renamed road (former FM 2218) and the new alignment of FM 2218 that will allow fire trucks to
access FM 2218 without having to exit onto SH 36. Since the median will not allow the Fire
Department to make a left turn from the connector road onto FM 2218, a short section of FM 2218
will only be accessible from SH 36; however, the distance between the Department and FM 2218
along SH 36 is short and will not delay response time significantly. The addition of the median will
also require u-turns in certain areas to access all properties along FM 2218—including roads and
driveways, there are 24 total median openings proposed, 5 of which have ‘bulb-outs’ for larger
vehicles. The ‘bulb-out’ should allow fire trucks to manuever these turns if necessary. During
construction, the station will not be affected as FM 2218 should remain open to avoid delays to fire
trucks routed through the project area.

5.5  Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

The No Build Alternative would have no effect on bicycle or pedestrian facilities, which are not
currently provided along existing FM 2218 in the project area.

For the Build Alternative, the inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian facilities were evaluated in
compliance with TxDOT and USDOT policy. Pedestrians will be accommodated through the
construction of 5-foot sidewalks on both sides of FM 2218 throughout the project area. Shared 3-
foot bicycle lanes on both sides of FM 2218 are also planned as part of this project.

5.6 Community Impacts

Community Cohesion

Community cohesion is a term that refers to an aggregate quality of social, economic, and physical
attributes that give definition to a geographic area often designated as a neighborhood or community.
The FHWA defines cohesion as “those behaviors or perceptual relationships that are shared among
residents of a community that cause the community to be identifiable as a discrete, distinctive
geographic entity.” As such, a cohesive community enables residents to have a sense of belonging
to their neighborhood or community and/or a strong attachment to neighbors, groups and institutions
as a continual association over time.

As defined in the FHWA Technical Advisory T 6640.8A, changes in community cohesion because of
highway construction and improvements may be beneficial or adverse. The No Build Alternative would
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not affect the existing structure of local communities; however, deterioration of mobility may occur
with increased traffic volumes since the road will continue to be used heavily. As a result, future
negative effects to community structure may occur from the No Build Alternative.

While FM 2218 is an existing community boundary, the Build Alternative would widen the existing
road and add a raised median with dedicated left turns. While the median presents more of a
boundary to movement, there are 24 median openings proposed, which averages to approximately
6 every mile along the length of the project. This number should still allow a relatively unrestricted
freedom of movement along the FM 2218 corridor.

Overall, the project is not anticipated to have a significant adverse effect on community cohesion, as
FM 2218 is an existing facility that already serves as a boundary between neighborhoods and
communities.

Access and Travel Patterns

Under the No Build Alternative, there will continue to be no restriction of access along FM 2218 and
cars will remain the primary mode of transportation.

While cars will continue to be the primary mode of transportation under the Build Alternative, the
proposed 15 ft. raised median will restrict left turns to dedicated left turns at road crossings, certain
driveways, or u-turns throughout the project corridor. All existing road crossings and intersections
will remain open to left turns across FM 2218 except at Ponderosa Drive, Longleaf Drive, and
Meadow Bend Lane (Table 6). The farthest someone would have to travel for a u-turn throughout the
project corridor is 0.4 mile. Another potential impact of the Build Alternative would be improved
cycling and pedestrian mobility due to the addition of shared bike lanes and sidewalks. Mass
transportation routes do not serve the area; therefore, public transport will not be impacted.

Table 6: Road Access Changes

Affected Road Community Description Proposed Access Changes

No direct access to FM 2218 due to realignment.
Take connector road to FM 2218, no restrictions on
right turns to travel north. Travel 0.4 mile to make
a u-turn to travel south on FM 2218.

Ponderosa Drive; Pleak Western Union, Pleak
Rd.; former FM 2218 Village Hall and Fire
cul-de-sac Station, 15-20 homes

No restrictions on right turns to travel north on FM
Longleaf Drive Approximately 10 homes 2218. Travel 0.3 mile to make a u-turn to travel
south on FM 2218.

No restrictions on right turns to travel north on FM
Meadow Bend Lane Approximately 30 homes 2218. Travel 0.1 mile to make a u-turn to travel
south on FM 2218.
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In sum, the project will alter vehicular travel patterns and access at those points where a median
opening for left turns is absent; the median will necessitate u-turns for ingress and egress from these
parcels depending on the direction travelled. With the addition of sidewalks and bicycle lanes,
additional modes of travel may become more practicable and increase access along the road for
those without a car.

5.6.1 Environmental Justice

Minority Populations

Census block groups are the smallest census data unit for which all parameters needed to conduct
an environmental justice assessment are available. However, race and ethnicity is available at the
census block level. This data combined with observations from site visits enabled the assessment of
community-level racial and ethnic composition.

For this analysis, the census blocks located adjacent the project area were analysed for
race/ethnicity and compared to the City of Rosenberg and Fort Bend County. The adjacent census
blocks were chosen as the limits of this study because based on the locations of the roadways
surrounding the proposed project these blocks would be the most likely to be impacted by the
proposed projects. Areas outside this study area are better served by other roadways. The study area
limits are US 59 to the north, SH 36 to the west and south. The adjacent blocks to the east of the FM
2218 extend approximately halfway to the next major roadway to the south (FM 2977). Residents,
property owners and patrons within the area outside of the adjacent blocks to the south of FM 2218
would be likely to utilize the nearest roadway to them, which be FM 2977.

Census blocks adjacent to the proposed project were analyzed for race/ethnicity and compared to
the City of Rosenberg and Fort Bend County. There is a total of 31 blocks from 1 block group adjacent
to the project area; of these, 12 have no recorded population. Of the remaining 19 blocks, there are
18 blocks where 50% or more of residents belong to ethnic or racial minority groups (Table 7).
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Table 7: Minority Population by Census Block

Not Hispanic or Latino " %
ispanic
Geographic Area %Black/ %Other | #TWoor or I\(/)flzztr?tly
Afrigan %AIAN* | %Asian | %NHPI* T?ace More Latino Pop.
American Races | ofAny
Race
Blocks within Block Group 2 (Census Tract 6755)
2007 14 | ow | ow | 14 | o% | ow | on | ean | 7%
2010 No recorded population
2011 No recorded population
2016 4 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
2018 443 30% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2% 34% 67%
2019 No recorded population
2020 No recorded population
2021 No recorded population
2023 No recorded population
2024 No recorded population
2025 No recorded population
2027 No recorded population
2029 28 14% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 32% 46%
2030 128 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 70% 70%
2031 No recorded population
2032 No recorded population
2033 1109 25% 0% 2% 0% 0% 1% 45% 74%
2044 3 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 100%
2045 82 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 51% 54%
2046 14 29% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 71% 100%
2047 69 13% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 55% 68%
2049 30 63% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 27% 90%
2050 135 13% 1% 0% 0% 4% 2% 65% 85%
2051 15 0% 0% 40% 0% 0% 0% 13% 53%
2052 10 50% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 50%
2053 184 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 87% 88%
2054 31 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 87% 87%
2055 No recorded population
2056 67 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 49% 51%
2057 274 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 70% 72%
2059 17 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 88% 88%
e —
31 Block Area 2657 18% 0% 1% 0 0% 1% 52% 73%
e —
City of Rosenberg | 585375 21% 0% 17% 0% 0% 2% 24% 64%
Harris County 30618 13% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 60% 75%
12 CSJ: 2093-01-010



Overall, residents who are members of an ethnic or racial minority group compose 73% of the
population of the 31 census blocks adjacent to the project area. This represents a larger
concentration than is found in Fort Bend County, where ethnic or racial minority individuals are 64%
of the population, but a smaller concentration than is found in the City of Rosenberg, where ethnic
or racial minority individuals are 75% of the population.

Low-income Populations

Census tracts located within and adjacent to the project area were analyzed using ACS 5-year (2009-
2014) estimates for low-income populations and compared to the city of Rosenberg and Fort Bend
County. Within the census block group area analyzed, the median income is above the current (2017)
poverty guideline for a family of four ($24,600/year), as defined by the DHHS. Within the block group
area, the percentage of households under the poverty level is comparable to Fort Bend County and
lower than the City of Rosenberg (Table 8; Appendix F, Exhibit 4).

Table 8: Median Household Income and Poverty Status

. Family Households Below
Geographic Area Total Median Household Poverty Level

Household* Income
Number* Percent*

Fort Bend County 163,817 $86,407 11,395 7%

Block Group Area
Census Tract 6755, Block 1,036 $53,270 85 8%
Group 2

Source: ACS 5-year estimates (2009-2014)
* Population for whom poverty status has been determined.

EJ Determination

In order to determine if the proposed project would result in “disproportionately high and adverse
effects" on a minority or low-income population or deny them benefits of the Build Alternative, several
additional factors are also considered:

= Displacements: The proposed project could potentially require 7 displacements (5 residential,
2 commercial), all in Census Tract 6755, Block Group 2. Census Tract 6755, Block Group 2
has a 73% minority population, which is comparable to that in the City of Rosenberg and
somewhat higher than Fort Bend County. At the census block level, the potential business
displacements occur in blocks with 40-50% minorities and 80-90% minorities. Neither
specifically serves minority or low-income populations. The potential residential
displacements are located as follows: 1) 3 are within a block where the population is 80-90%
minority; 2) 1 is within a block where the population is 50-60% minority; and 3) 1 is within a
block where the population is 40-50% minority. All potential displacements occur in an area
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where the median income is above the poverty guideline for a family of four ($50,000-
$99,000/year).

= Transportation Needs: Impacts to access and travel patterns will occur throughout the project
corridor and will not be limited to one community, including those with higher minority or low-
income populations. Any inconveniences of the roadway being used for access to residences
or businesses would be minimized during project construction.

= Exposure to pollution and hazardous materials: There may be short term, localized effects to
air quality (i.e. dust) as well as noise levels generated by construction equipment during
construction; however, these effects would be temporary and not selectively limited to minority
or low-income communities.

While the potential displacements will have an impact on an EJ population with a relatively high
percentage of minorities (73%), this number is comparable to the City of Rosenberg, which has a
similar minority population (75%). Displacements by block are somewhat concentrated in higher
minority areas; however, the overall number of displacements is generally low. The percentage of
households below the poverty level in this population is 8%, which is comparable to Fort Bend County
(7%) and smaller than the City of Rosenberg (17%); all potential displacements occur in an area
where the median income is greater than the poverty guideline.

Access and construction impacts would also be spread throughout the project area and not targeted
in a specific community. Because the amount of displacements is low and no other adverse impacts
are anticipated for EJ communities in the project area, the proposed project would not have a
disproportionately high or adverse impact on minority and/or low-income populations.

5.6.2 Limited English Proficiency

Executive Order 13166, entitled "Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English
Proficiency (LEP)”, mandates that Federal agencies examine the services they provide, identify any
need for services to those with LEP, and develop and implement a system to provide those services
so LEP persons can have meaningful access to them. It is expected that agency plans will provide for
such meaningful access consistent with, and without unduly burdening, the fundamental mission of
the agency. Each agency shall also work to ensure that recipients of Federal financial assistance
(recipients) provide meaningful access to their LEP applicants and beneficiaries (65 Federal Register
50123, August 16, 2000).

There is one census block group within or adjacent to the project area, which was analyzed to
determine the percent of persons who speak English less than ‘very well’, which is considered LEP.

According to the 2009-2014 ACS 5-year estimates, there are a total of 4,147 people age 5 and over
in the single census block group identified. Of these, 391 (9%) speak English less than ‘Very Well’,
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with Spanish speakers making up the majority of those considered LEP (363 individuals). The
remainder of those who speak English less than ‘very well’ speak other Indo-European languages,
which were not specified. Comparatively, in both Fort Bend County and the city of Rosenberg, LEP
individuals make up 13% of the total population. The age breakdown for LEP persons in the one
group area is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Percent Population by Age Group Who Speak English Less Than “Very Well”

12%

10%

8%
6%
4%
2%
0%

Ages 5to 17 Ages 18 to 64 Age 65 and over

Source: American Community Survey 2014 5-year Estimate

A public meeting was held on November 17, 2015, which was advertised in a Spanish language
paper (La Sabasta) and on mailers with a Spanish language translation. The public meeting notice
included instructions on requesting an interpreter or other special assistance. A public hearing will
be held for the proposed project and will be advertised in both English and Spanish. Given that the
predominate language of LEP persons adjacent to the project area is Spanish and outreach has
occurred in both English and Spanish, which will continue for future public outreach, it can be
concluded that LEP persons have been given the opportunity to be meaningfully involved in the NEPA
process.

5.7  Visual/Aesthetic Impacts

Visual and aesthetic qualities of an area include topography, water features, recreational parks,
historic features, buildings, bridges, businesses and residences. Existing visual and aesthetic
resources in the study area can be viewed by drivers and passengers, residents near the roadway,
and visitors of businesses and residences. The existing facility is surrounded by largely rural land use
including large areas used for agriculture and grazing. Commercial and industrial facilities can be
seen directly adjacent to the road in the southern portion of the existing facility. Suburban and rural
residences can be seen sporadically along the entire existing facility. Secondary growth forest is
present near the entrance to the Seabourne Creek Sports Complex as well as near the southern
portion of the existing facility near the Powerline Road intersection. The view from the existing road
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into these areas is largely blocked as the woody vegetation immediately adjacent to the maintained
ROW is very dense. Because the proposed project is situated within the flat Gulf coastal plain, visibility
is limited and commonly disrupted by man-made structures. The existing facility is unobtrusive
because it is at-grade.

The No Build Alternative would have no direct effects on visual or aesthetic qualities; however,
increased traffic congestion could lead to impacts on the existing facility or surrounding area. The
Build Alternative consists of at-grade facilities. The Build Alternative would not result in a loss of visual
or aesthetic quality and would remain similar to the quality of the existing facility.

5.8 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 (NHPA) of 1966, among others, apply to transportation
projects such as this one. In addition, state laws such as the Antiquities Code of Texas (ACT) apply to
these projects. Compliance with these laws requires consultation with the Texas Historical
Commission (THC), the Texas State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and/or federally-recognized
tribes to determine the project’s effects on cultural resources. Under Federal and Texas law, cultural
resources can be considered eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or
as a State Antiquities Landmark (SAL) if they meet criteria outlined in 36 CFR 60.4 or under the Texas
Natural Resources Code Title 9, Chapter 191, Subchapter D. Review and coordination of this project
followed approved procedures for compliance with federal and state laws.

5.8.1 Archaeology

Background research for this project consisted of an online records search through the Texas
Historical Commission’s Archeological Sites Atlas (Atlas) and the Potential Archeological Liability Map
(PALM) of the Houston District, as well as a review of historic aerial and geologic maps, and current
soil surveys. No sites listed or eligible for listing on the NRHP, or as a SAL or Registered Texas Historic
Landmark (RTHL) fall within one kilometer (0.62 mile) of the APE (Atlas 2016). One cemetery is found
within one kilometer of the APE—the Greenlawn Memorial Park Cemetery is located approximately
100 meters north of the APE and as such will not be directly impacted by the project. Four
archeological surveys were conducted within one kilometer of the APE between 1988 and 2005.
None of these surveys recorded any archeological sites.

Review of the Atlas, PALM, and historic maps, as well as the presence of Seabourne Creek within the
APE and the proximity of the Brazos River to the proposed project suggest a moderate potential for
both prehistoric and historic period archeological resources. To that end, an archeological survey was
conducted in October 2016. Fieldwork consisted of a thorough pedestrian survey and the manual
excavation of 71 shovel tests in areas believed to have the highest potential for containing intact
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cultural materials. No archeological materials of any sort were observed on the surface or found in
any of the shovel tests. Based on the results of the archeological survey no further work is
recommended in any portion of the APE except at two locations which right-of-entry (ROE) was denied
to at the time of survey: A) at the southernmost portion of the project area, and particularly in the
location of the proposed detention pond; and B) at the property within the northernmost outfall
channel adjacent to the roadway where a farm complex was previously located. Survey that includes
shovel testing at these locations should be conducted once the ROW has been acquired and prior to
construction.

NHPA Section 106 coordination was initiated by TxDOT and will proceed in accordance with the 2005
First Amended Programmatic Agreement Regarding the Implementation of Transportation
Undertakings (PA-TU) among the FHWA, TxDOT, the SHPO, and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP), as well as the MOU between the THC and TxDOT. SHPO concurrence was
completed on December 15, 2016, the remainder of the archeological survey is deferred until that
time that access to the parcels denied ROE. The SHPO concurrence letter has been included in
Appendix H.

5.8.2 Historic Resources

A review of the NHRP, and the SAL, RTHL, and Official Texas Historical Markers (OTHM) lists indicated
that no historically significant resources have been previously documented within the APE or within
1,300 ft. of the APE. It has been determined through consultation with the SHPO that the APE for the
proposed project is 150 feet beyond the proposed right-of-way. A site visit was performed by a
gualified consulting historian in July 2015, to identify sites containing historic-age (built 1973 or
earlier) resources within the project’s APE. Sixty-one (61) such sites were identified, though only two
(2) were determined eligible for listing in the NRHP in consultation with SHPO: 1) an 1890’s
farmstead with several outbuildings and a barn (property #38); and 2) a cotton gin (property #61).
An approximate 10 - foot strip of new ROW would be acquired from the farmstead parcel. However,
the new strip of ROW would not impact the property’ s integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, or association. No ROW would be acquired from the parcel containing the
cotton gin, though a detention pond would be constructed within its viewshed.

TxDOT consulted with SHPO regarding the effects to the historic properties in the APE. SHPO
concurred with TxDOT that there are no adverse effects to historic properties posed by the project
(see Appendix H).
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5.9 DOT Act Section 4(f), LWCF Act Section 6(f), and PWC Chapter 26

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act applies to the following two categories of
resources: 1) publicly owned, significant and accessible parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and
waterfowl refuges; and 2) significant historic and archeological sites, regardless of whether they are
publicly or privately owned. One Section 4(f) resource and one potential 4(f) resource were identified
in the project area: 1) Seabourne Creek Park, which is owned by the City of Rosenburg; and 2) A
NRHP eligible historic 1890’s farmstead in private ownership, which is also subject to requirements
under Section 4(f).

The park houses a regional sports complex, which includes baseball and soccer/football fields as
well as playground facilities. The park is located on the west side of FM 2218, at Fountains Drive; in
acquiring new ROW for the project, TxDOT is proposing to permanently incorporate 1.0 acre of park
land fronting FM 2218 to widen the roadway. In agreement with the City of Rosenberg, TxDOT will
provide at least a three-lane entry/exit access point into Seabourne Creek Park and will not impact
any of the sports facilities on the property. Therefore, impacts to the park from the road project were
determined to be de minimis and will not require further analysis. Appendix H contains the draft park
de minimis checklist.

The acquisition of a portion of Seabourne Creek Park for ROW is also considered a ‘use’ or ‘take’ of
the land under PWC Chapter 26. However, TXDOT has determined that there is no feasible and
prudent alternative to the use or taking of Chapter 26 protected land, and the project includes all
reasonable planning to minimize harm to the land as a recreation area resulting from the use or
taking. PWC 26 requires that a public hearing be held that specifically addresses the proposed ‘take’
of lands under its jurisdiction.

The NRHP eligible 1890’s farmstead includes outbuildings and a barn, is privately owned and not
open to the public. The farmstead is located on the east side of FM 2218, just south of Powerline Rd;
in acquiring new ROW for the project, TxDOT is proposing to permanently incorporate 0.09 acre of
the parcel fronting FM 2218 to widen the roadway. No buildings would be affected by the ROW
acquisition and the essential character of the property would not change. TxDOT determined and
SHPO concurred (see attached correspondence) that this action poses no adverse effect on the
historic farmstead and the activity constitutes a de minimis finding under Section 4(f) of the DOT act.
Appendix H contains the draft historic property de minimis checklist.

There are no LWCF Act Section 6(f) resources in the project area.
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5.10 Water Resources

5.10.1 Clean Water Act Section 404
The No Build Alternative would not affect jurisdictional wetlands or WOUS identified within the subject

property. The Build alternative could impact up to 0.10 acre of jurisdictional wetlands and 645 linear
feet of jurisdictional stream within the project area (Table 9; Appendix F Exhibit 5).

Table 9: Summary of Acreages

Feature Name Feature Tvpe Area Jurisdictional Length Jurisdictional
yp (acres) (acres) (linear ft) (linear ft)

Wetland Acres

Wetland A PEM

0.07 0.0 NA NA

Wetland B PEM 0.10 0.10 NA

Waters of the U.S.
Stream 1 0.08 0.08 121 121
Stream 2 0.05 0.05 140 140

SUECINES 0.13 0.13 384 384
Total Wetlands 0.17 0.10 NA NA

Total WOUS 0.26 0.26 645 645

WOUS = Water of the U.S.
PEM = Palustrine Emergent
NA = Not Applicable

The Build Alternative would require USACE authorization under Section 404 of the CWA prior to the
discharge of fill materials into WOUS, including wetlands. The project will likely require a NW 14
permit based on proposed impacts, though the USACE has final discretion over what permit will apply.
All appropriate permits would be acquired by TxDOT prior to construction. A review of USACE
requirements would be conducted as design plans are finalized. A Section 404 application will be
submitted to the USACE-Galveston District and any coordination received by the USACE will be
updated in this document upon approval.

In accordance with the provisions of Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, an applicant must demonstrate
that the proposed project has avoided and minimized effects to WOUS to the greatest extent
practicable before compensatory mitigation can be proposed. The majority of the proposed project
has been aligned within the existing ROW, thus avoiding and minimizing impacts to surrounding areas
to the greatest extent practicable. Additionally, no hydrology will be discontinued or severed by the
proposed project.
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In accordance with Section 404 of the CWA and USACE guidelines, mitigation must be provided for
impacts to WOUS, including wetlands. This project is anticipated to impact up to 0.10 acre of
wetlands and 645 linear feet of stream. If needed, mitigation credits will be debited at determined
by the USACE, as appropriate at available stream and wetland mitigation banks.

5.10.2 Clean Water Act Section 401

The proposed project meets the TCEQ Section 401 Water Quality Certification Tier | (Small Projects)
requirements since the project would impact less than three acres of WOUS. TCEQ’s recommended
BMPs would address erosion control, sedimentation control, and post-construction TSS control.
Erosion control would be addressed by installing temporary vegetation and erosion control blankets
and matting to disturbed areas. Sedimentation control would be addressed by the installation of silt
fences across drainage swales and/or upstream of water bodies to prevent turbid discharges from
adversely affecting ambient water quality. Post-construction TSS control would be addressed by
planting permanent vegetation to create grass-lined drainage. The ditches would accept roadway
runoff as sheet flow and filter it along the front slopes and the bottoms of the ditches. Because
TCEQ’'s recommended BMPs would be implemented to prevent any degradation to water quality as a
result of the proposed project, long-term water quality effects are not anticipated.

5.10.3 Executive Order 11990 Wetlands

Executive Order 11990 requires that federally funded projects minimize the ‘destruction, loss or
degradation’ of wetlands, which is similar to the CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidelines. Section 5.10.1
discusses the avoidance and minimization of impacts to wetlands in the project area, which satisfies
the requirements of Executive Order 11990.

5.10.4 Rivers and Harbors Act
No waters regulated under the Rivers and Harbors Act are found within the project area. Therefore,
neither a Section 9 or 10 permit of the Rivers and Harbors Act is required for this project.

5.10.5 Clean Water Act Section 303(d)

One waterbody that either traverses the project area or is within a 5-mile radius of the project area
is listed as impaired on the TCEQ 2014 Section 303(d) List. Big Creek, which lies just under a mile
downstream of the project area, does not meet water quality standards for bacteria. Therefore,
303(d) coordination with TCEQ is required. The water quality of wetlands and waters of the State
shall be maintained in accordance with all applicable provisions of the Texas Surface Water Quality
Standards including the General, Narrative and Numerical Criteria.

5.10.6 Clean Water Act Section 402

CWA Section 402 is the basis for the NPDES program, the permitting of which is administered at
the state level. Since the Build Alternative would disturb more than five acres, TxDOT would be
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required to comply with the TCEQ - TPDES General Permit for Construction Activity. The proposed
project is located within TxDOT’s Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4). A Notice of Intent
(NOI) would also need to be filed with the TxDOT-Houston District stating that TxDOT would have a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SW3P) in place during construction of the proposed project.
This SW3P will utilize the temporary control measures as outlined in the Department's manual
"Standard Specifications for the Construction of Highways, Streets, and Bridges". Effects would be
minimized by avoiding work by construction equipment directly in the stream channels and/or
adjacent areas. No long-term water quality impacts are expected.

The contractor would take appropriate measures to prevent, minimize, and control the spill of fuels,
lubricants, and hazardous materials in the construction staging area. All materials being removed
and/or disposed of by the contractor would be done in accordance to state and federal laws and by
the approval of the Project Engineer.

5.10.7 Floodplains

The project corridor was investigated for encroachments into the 100-year floodplain. This
information was obtained from the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) for the project area:
48157C0245L and 48157C0400L (effective April 02, 2014). The majority of the project is located
outside the 100-year floodplain (see Appendix F, Exhibit 6). Western portions of both outfall
channels, the detention basin, and small portions of the southern portion of the road ROW fall within
the floodplain of Seabourne Creek.

The No Build Alternative would not result in further encroachment on the floodplain.

Avoidance of floodplains for the alternative alighment analysis, with the exception of the No Build
Alternative, is not possible due to the proposed project crossing an area of the floodplain
perpendicularly. Additionally, the proposed project is designed immediately adjacent to, and parallel
to the existing FM 2218. The Build Alternative consists of the construction of roadway within the
floodplain or on embankments within the floodplain; therefore, impacts to the floodplain will require
detention ponds and outfall channels to offset impacts.

The hydraulic design practices for this project would be in accordance with current TxDOT design
policy and standards. The hydraulic design of the roadway will be done with the most recent floodplain
data available. The final hydraulic design will be done in accordance with the applicable federal,
state, and local policies and in accordance with 23 CFR 650.113.

Policy Ill, in Section 1.3.3 of the HCFCD Policy Criteria and Procedure Manual (adopted October
2004, updated December 2010), states that “public agencies are responsible for not adversely
impacting the community, neighbors, future property owners, or HCFCD facilities in terms of flood
risks or flood hazards, erosion, and siltation. An adverse impact is an increase in flood risks or flood
hazards”. The highway facility would permit conveyance of the 100-year flood levels, inundation of
the roadway being acceptable, without causing significant damage to the highway, water resources,
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or other property. The approximate area of each floodplain occurring within the project area are
shown in
Coordination with the local floodplain administrator would be required.

Table 10: Floodplains

Floodplain Type Approximate Acreage of Floodplain within
ROW

Floodway (Floodway in Zone AE) 3.4
100-Year Floodplain 31.2
500-Year Floodplain 6.1

Note: All calculations were determined within the proposed ROW

5.10.8 Wild and Scenic Rivers

The National Wild and Scenic Rivers System was created by Congress in 1968 (Public Law 90-542;
16 U.S.C. 1271 et seq.) to preserve certain rivers with outstanding natural, cultural, and
recreational values in a free-flowing condition. There are no waters desighated as Wild and Scenic
Rivers within the project area.

5.10.9 Trinity River Corridor Development Certification

The Corridor Development Certificate (CDC) process aims to stabilize flood risk along the Trinity
River corridor in north-central Texas. A CDC permit is required to develop land within a specific area
of the Trinity floodplain called the Regulatory Zone, which is similar to the 100-year floodplain. The
project lies within the Brazos River basin and is therefore not subject to the CDC process.

5.10.10 Coastal Barrier Resources

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) was enacted by Congress in 1982 to discourage
development in certain coastal areas that are vulnerable to hurricane damage and that are host to
valuable natural resources. The act designated certain undeveloped coastal areas as part of the
Coastal Barrier Resources System, and made those areas ineligible for most new federal
expenditures and financial assistance. Fort Bend County is not included as one of the counties that
needs to demonstrate compliance with the CBRA.

5.10.11 Coastal Zone Management

The proposed project is not located within the Texas Coastal Management Program (CMP) boundary;
therefore, the Texas CMP does not apply to the proposed project.
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5.10.12 Edwards Aquifer

Fort Bend County is not over the recharge or contributing zones of the Edwards Aquifer; therefore,
the project is not subject to regulation under TCEQ’s Edwards Aquifer rules.

5.10.13 International Boundary and Water Commission

The project does not encroach upon floodplains of flood control projects or rights-of-way under the
jurisdiction of the US Section of the International Boundary and Water Commission (IBWC).
Therefore, no license or permit will be required from the IBWC to proceed with this project.

5.10.14 Drinking Water Systems

Per the TWDB Groundwater Data Viewer, there are five (5) private water wells in the project area;
four (4) are for domestic use and one (1) was drilled but unused. Based on TCEQ’s Source Water
Assessment Viewer, there is one public well located at the Handy Stop Grocery and gas station at
the intersection of J. Meyer Rd. and FM 2218. These wells should not be physically damaged or
replaced during road construction since only a 10-ft. strip of new ROW will be obtained outside
existing. Stormwater BMP’s used by TxDOT for road construction projects will serve to prevent
stormwater runoff from entering groundwater aquifers at wellheads.

5.11  Biological Resources

5.11.1 Vegetation

The project area is located within the EPA’s Western Gulf Coastal Plains Level lll Ecoregion and the
Northern Humid Gulf Coastal Prairie Level IV Ecoregion. The proposed project is primarily located
within existing and proposed ROW. The existing ROW consists of existing roadway and maintained
roadside grasses, dominated by common introduced herbaceous vegetation and opportunistic
weeds. Predominant vegetation found within the maintained ROW include Bermuda grass (Cynodon
dactylon), annual blue grass (Poa annua), toothed medic (Medicago polymorpha), and perennial rye
grass (Lolium perenne).

In addition to existing and proposed ROW, the project consists of urban, agricultural, and riparian
communities. Urban areas consist of maintained vegetation such as lawns, landscaping, and
business lots. These areas contain much of the same vegetation present within the ROW as well as
typical turf grasses such as St. Augustine grass (Stenotaphrum secundatum). Agriculture common to
Fort Bend County includes cotton, sorghum, beef cattle, and rice. Seasonally fallow agricultural fields
within the project area were dominated by annual blue grass (Poa annua), chufa (Cyperus
esculentus), Brazilian vervain (Verbena incompta), lesser quaking grass (Briza minor), toothed medic,
and Bermuda grass. Riparian vegetation identified within the proposed project area was located in
and around streams, wetlands, and low areas. Common riparian vegetation within the project area
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includes cedar elm (Ulmus crassifolia), water oak (Quercus nigra), eastern swamp privet (Forestiera
acuminata), water-locust (Gleditisia aquatica), flowering dogwood (Cornus florida), and Cherokee
sedge (Carex cherokeensis).

In accordance with §2.205 (a)(2) of the MOU between the TxDOT and the Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department (TPWD), effective September 1, 2013, a Tier | site assessment was performed to identify
and map vegetation within the project area using TPWD Ecological Mapping System of Texas (EMST)
data and field reconnaissance. An existing condition assessment was performed by a qualified
biologist to compare mapped TPWD EMST boundaries with the actual habitat found in the project
area. Direct habitat impacts were then calculated using existing conditions. TPWD coordination
thresholds were exceeded for Agriculture, Riparian, Urban, and Coastal Grassland Ecologijcal
Systems. (Table 11).

Table 11: Vegetation Impacts

TPWD Mapped Existing Condition
Ecological Systems | Ecological Systems
within Project Area Direct Impacts

(acres) (acres)

12
44.7 4.1 2.0 Yes
10.3 0.27 3.0 No
0.21 0.12 1.0 No
14.7 1.9 0.1 Yes
20.9 46.2 10.0 Yes
92.0 92.0 - .

Invasive Species/Beneficial Landscaping

Coordination Coordination
Threshold Required
(acres) (yes/no)

Ecological System Type

Executive Order 13112 was issued to prevent the introduction of invasive species, provide for their
control, and minimize their economic, ecological, and human health impacts. Any landscaping plans
included with the proposed project would include native species in the seed mixes where practicable
according to TxDOT Standard Specifications.

The Executive Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping issued August 10, 1995, directs agencies to
comply with NEPA as it relates to vegetation management and landscape practices for all federally
assisted projects. The Executive Memorandum directs that where cost-effective and to the extent
practicable, agencies shall (1) use regionally native plants for landscaping; (2) design, use, or
promote construction practices that minimize adverse effects on the natural habitat; (3) seed to
prevent pollution by, among other things, reducing fertilizer and pesticide use; (4) implement water
efficient and runoff reduction practices; and (5) create demonstration projects employing these
practices. Any landscaping plans associated with this project would be in compliance with the
Executive Memorandum.

24 CSJ: 2093-01-010



5.11.2 Wildlife

The vegetation types located within the project area could support various wildlife species, such as
small birds and mammals. Some mammalian species may continue to exist for years in these areas
because of their ability to adapt to urban development. Typical mammals that could occur within the
study area include Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), house mouse (Mus musculus), common
raccoon (Procyon lotor), and hispid cotton rat (Sigmodon hispidus).

Birds that could occur within these areas include Cooper’'s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), cattle egret
(Bubulcus ibis), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), rock pigeon
(Columba livia), black vulture (Coragyps atratus), American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), northern
mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), American robin (Turdus migratorius) and mourning dove (Zenaida
macroura).

Reptiles and amphibians common to disturbed or agriculturally dominated areas in southeast Texas
include Texas brown snake (Storeria dekayi), Texas ratsnake (Pantherophis obsoletus), western
cottonmouth (Agkistrodon piscivorus), little brown skink (Scincella lateralis), Gulf Coast toad (Incilius
nebulifer), Rio Grande chirping frog (Eleutherodactylus cystignathoides), and southern leopard frog
(Lithobates sphenocephala).

Temporary effects to wildlife include the decreased attractiveness of habitat adjacent to the project
corridor as well as possible disturbances to normal behavior patterns as a result of construction
activities. Given that the project area is largely urbanized and that any existing wildlife habitat is
regularly maintained, it is unlikely to permanently impact or cause displacement to wildlife species
in the area. Since the project location does not permanently impact wildlife or the habitat described
above, compensatory mitigation would not be offered.

Regulatory Coordination

There are five regulations that deal with impacts to wildlife not protected due to rarity (see section
5.11.3). Any commitments necessary to conform with these regulations can be found in Table 14.

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) forbids the ‘take’ of migratory birds and their nests, which also
includes during construction. While there is potential for migratory birds to nest within the project
area, no nests were found during initial surveys.

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) requires consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) when “waters of any stream or other body of water are proposed or authorized,
permitted or licensed to be impounded, diverted . . . or otherwise controlled or modified". Any impacts
to WOUS will necessitate a permit from the USACE before project construction, which will satisfy this
requirement.
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The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGPA) forbids ‘take’ of bald and golden eagle parts, nests,
or eggs. The range of the golden eagle does not extend to southeast Texas. There is nho nesting or
foraging habitat for the bald eagle within the project area or within its immediate vicinity. Therefore,
no additional coordination is required for this species.

Two additional laws to be considered include the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act of 1996, which established procedures for identifying Essential Fish Habitat (or,
EFH), and the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA). Due to the project’s lack of habitat for the
species addressed in these laws, no further coordination with resource agencies is required.

5.11.3 Threatened and Endangered Species

Federal and state listed threatened and endangered species for Fort Bend County were determined
using the USFWS’ Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) database and the TPWD’s Rare,
Threatened, and Endangered Species of Texas (RTEST) database. The TPWD Natural Diversity
Database (NDD) was used to determine past and present occurrence information of state and
federally listed threatened and endangered species, as well as natural communities deemed unique
or vulnerable. These ‘element occurrence’ records were requested (June 27, 2016) and reviewed to
determine those listed species and natural communities documented within a 10-mile radius of the
project area. There were 11 occurrences of state or federally listed species and 5 occurrences of
vulnerable natural communities within a 10-mile radius of the project area. All of these occurrences
were outside a 1.5-mile radius of the project. It should be noted that data from the NDD does not
provide a definitive statement as to the presence, absence, or condition of special species, natural
communities, or other significant features within a given project area. TxDOT completed Early
Coordination with TPWD on May 2, 2017, documentation of this coordination has been included in
Appendix G.

In addition to a database search, a field habitat assessment was completed by a qualified biologist.
Based on this assessment, it was determined that suitable habitat may exist for two species listed
for Fort Bend County within the existing ROW: Henslow’s sparrow (Ammodramus leucocephalus;
Texas species of concern) and Plains spotted skunk (Spilogale putorius interrupta; Texas species of
concern/under federal review for listing). Habitat for both the Henslow’s sparrow and Plains spotted
skunk is described as weedy or open fields. Because of the acquisition of ROW directly adjacent to
the existing facility, the project will have minor impacts to previously disturbed fields. However, these
species are mobile and roadside habitat is not considered ideal. No unique, critical, designated, or
proposed desighated habitat exists in or near the proposed project area.

No additional effects due to fragmentation, loss of connectivity, barrier effects, or edge effects are
anticipated. The proposed project would have no effect on any known population or individuals of
state and/or federally listed threatened or endangered species. Furthermore, the project would not
directly or indirectly effect or diminish the value of any other critical habitat for the survival or recovery
of any listed species.
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5.12 Air Quality

Project Conformity

This project is located within the Houston-Galveston-Brazoria area that has been designated by EPA
as a moderate nonattainment area for the 2008 8-hour Ozone (03) national ambient air quality
standards (NAAQS); therefore, transportation conformity rules apply.

The proposed action is consistent with the H-GAC’s financially constrained 2040 RTP and 2017-2020
TIP, as amended, which were initially found to conform to the TCEQ SIP by FHWA and FTA on
September 11, 2015 and December 19, 2016, respectively. Copies of the RTP and TIP pages are
included in Appendix E. All projects in the H-GAC TIP that are proposed for federal or state funds were
initiated in @ manner consistent with federal guidelines in Section 450, of Title 23 CFR and Section
613.200, Subpart B, of Title 49 CFR.

Traffic Air Quality Analysis

Traffic data for the design year 2040 is 15,800 vehicles per day. 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 any project with an average annual daily traffic (AADT) below
140,000. The AADT projections for the project do not exceed 140,000 vehicles per day; therefore, a
Traffic Air Quality Analysis was not required.

Hot Spot Analysis

The project is not located within a CO/PM10 nonattainment or maintenance area; therefore, a project
level hot spot analysis is not required.

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT)

Controlling air toxic emissions became a national priority with the passage of the Clean Air Act
Amendments (CAAA) of 1990, whereby Congress mandated that the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (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 nine compounds with significant
contributions from mobile sources that are among the national and regional-scale cancer risk drivers
or contributors and non-cancer hazard contributors from the 2011 National Air Toxics Assessment
(NATA)  (https://www.epa.gov/national-air-toxics-assessment). These are  1,3-butadiene,
acetaldehyde, acrolein, benzene, diesel particulate matter (diesel PM), ethylbenzene, formaldehyde,
naphthalene, and polycyclic organic matter. While FHWA considers these the priority mobile source
air toxics, the list is subject to change and may be adjusted in consideration of future EPA rules.
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Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator (MOVES)

According to EPA, MOVES2014 is a major revision to MOVES2010 and improves upon it in many
respects. MOVES2014 includes new data, new emissions standards, and new functional
improvements and features. It incorporates substantial new data for emissions, fleet, and activity
developed since the release of MOVES2010.

These new emissions data are for light- and heavy-duty vehicles, exhaust and evaporative emissions,
and fuel effects. MOVES2014 also adds updated vehicle sales, population, age distribution, and
vehicle miles travelled (VMT) data. MOVES2014 incorporates the effects of three new Federal
emissions standard rules not included in MOVES2010.

These new standards are all expected to impact MSAT emissions and include Tier 3 emissions and
fuel standards starting in 2017 (79 FR 60344), heavy-duty greenhouse gas regulations that phase
in during model years 2014-2018 (79 FR 60344), and the second phase of light duty greenhouse
gas regulations that phase in during model years 2017-2025 (79 FR 60344).

Since the release of MOVES2014, EPA has released MOVES2014a. In the November 2015
MOVES2014a Questions and Answers Guide

(https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P100NNRO.txt), EPA states that for on-road
emissions, MOVES2014a adds new options requested by users for the input of local VMT, includes
minor updates to the default fuel tables, and corrects an error in MOVES2014 brake wear emissions.
The change in brake wear emissions results in small decreases in PM emissions, while emissions for
other criteria pollutants remain essentially the same as MOVES2014.

Using EPA’s MOVES2014a model, as shown in Figure 2, FHWA estimates that even if VMT increases
by 45 percent from 2010 to 2050 as forecast, a combined reduction of 91 percent in the total annual
emissions for the priority MSAT is projected for the same time period.

28 CSJ: 2093-01-010



Figure 2: FHWA PROJECTED NATIONAL MSAT EMISSION TRENDS 2010-2050 FOR VEHICLES
OPERATING ON ROADWAYS USING EPA’S MOVES2014a MODEL
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Source: EPA MOVES2014a model runs conducted by FHWA, September 2016.
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, meteorological, and other factors.

Diesel PM is the dominant component of MSAT emissions, making up 50 to 70 percent of all priority
MSAT pollutants by mass, depending on calendar year. Users of MOVES2014a will notice some
differences in emissions compared with MOVES2010b. MOVES2014a is based on updated data on
some emissions and pollutant processes compared to MOVES2010b, and also reflects the latest
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Federal emissions standards in place at the time of its release. In addition, MOVES2014a emissions
forecasts are based on lower VMT projections than MOVES2010b, consistent with recent trends
suggesting reduced nationwide VMT growth compared to historical trends.

MSAT Research

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 potential public 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, 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 will continue to monitor the developing research in this 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 FHWA entitled A Methodology for Evaluating Mobile
Source Air Toxic Emissions Among Transportation Project Alternatives, found at:
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/research_and_analysis/mobile_sour
ce_air_toxics/msatemissions.cfm.

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
MOVES2014 model, emissions of all of the priority MSAT decrease as speed increases. Also,
regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions will 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 by over 90 percent between 2010 and 2050 (Updated Interim Guidance on Mobile Source
Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents, Federal Highway Administration, October 12, 2016 -
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/policy_and_guidance/msat/index.cfm
). 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.
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The additional travel lanes contemplated as part of the project alternatives will 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 at the US 59 intersection. 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 will 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, will over time cause substantial reductions that, in almost
all cases, will 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 any genuine insight into
the actual health impacts directly attributable to MSAT exposure associated with a proposed action.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for protecting the public health and
welfare from any 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 Integrated Risk
Information System (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 Health Effects Institute (HEI). A number of HEI studies are summarized in Appendix D
of FHWA’s Updated Interim Guidance on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents
(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/policy_and_guidance/msat/index.cf

m). 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 Special Report 16,
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https://www.healtheffects.org/publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature-
exposure-and-health-effects) or in the future as vehicle emissions substantially decrease.

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 (Special Report 16,
https://www.healtheffects.org/publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature-
exposure-and-health-effects). 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 states that with respect to diesel engine exhaust, “[t]he absence of adequate data to
develop a sufficiently confident dose-response relationship from the epidemiologic studies has
prevented the estimation of inhalation carcinogenic risk (EPA IRIS database, Diesel Engine Exhaust,
Section II.C.
https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris/iris_documents/documents/subst/0642.htm#quainhal).”

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, the goal of which is to maximize the number of people
with risks less than 1 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
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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
(https://www.cadc.uscourts.gov/internet/opinions.nsf/284E23FFE079CD59852578000050C9DA
/$file/07-1053-112027 4.pdf).

Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts described, any
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.

Congestion Management Process (CMP)

The CMP is a systematic process for managing congestion that provides information on
transportation system performance and on alternative strategies for alleviating congestion and
enhancing the mobility of persons and goods to levels that meet state and local needs. The project
was developed from H-GAC’s operational CMP, which meets all requirements of 23 CFR 500.109.
The CMP was adopted by H-GAC in January of 2015. The region commits to operational improvements
and travel demand reduction strategies at two levels of implementation: program level and project
level. Program level commitments are inventoried in the regional CMP, which was adopted by H-GAC;
they are included in the financially constrained MTP, and future resources are reserved for their
implementation.

The CMP element of the plan carries an inventory of all project commitments (including those
resulting from major investment studies) that details type of strategy, implementing responsibilities,
schedules, and expected costs. At the project’s programming stage, travel demand reduction
strategies and commitments will be added to the regional TIP or included in the construction plans.
The regional TIP provides for programming of these projects at the appropriate time with respect to
the single occupancy vehicle (SOV) facility implementation and project-specific elements.

Committed congestion reduction strategies and operational improvements within the study
boundary will consist of signalization and intersection improvements, sidewalks, and a shared use
lane. Individual projects are listed in Table 12.
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Table 12: Congestion Management Process Strategies

Operational Improvements in the Travel Corridor
Type Implementation
Date
FM 2232:585 3610 Traffic Signal Improvement 2020

FM 2218: SH 36 to Construct 5-foot wide sidewalks along the east and west 2020
US 59 sides of FM 2218
FM 2262: 589H 3610 Construct 15-foot shared use lane 2020

To reduce congestion and the need for SOV lanes in the region, TxDOT and H-GAC will continue to
promote appropriate congestion reduction strategies through the CMAQ program, the CMP, and the
MTP. The congestion reduction strategies considered for this project would help alleviate congestion
in the SOV study boundary, but would not eliminate it.

Therefore, the proposed project is justified. The CMP analysis for added SOV capacity projects in the
TMA is on file and available for review at H-GAC.

5.13 Hazardous Materials

An initial site assessment was conducted to determine the potential for encountering hazardous
substances and/or contamination within the vicinity of the proposed project. The preliminary
investigation included a review of federal and state databases, historical aerial photographs, and a
visual survey of the study area. A visual observation during field reconnaissance was conducted in
September 2016 to verify the findings of the regulatory database report and to observe the general
environmental conditions at the listed facilities and on properties located immediately adjacent to
the proposed project.

The regulatory databases were searched within a one-mile radius of the project corridor in
accordance with the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard E 1527-13 and
TxDOT standard search radii. The regulatory database listings include only those sites that are known
to the regulatory agencies to be contaminated or in the process of evaluation for potential
contamination at the time of publication. The database report also shows federal and state regulated
sites that could be within the standard search area, but were unplottable due to insufficient address
or other locator information. These unplottable sites are called “Orphan Sites” in the regulatory
report.

The regulatory database search identified twenty-two (22) sites at eleven (11) locations within the
ASTM and TxDOT standard search radii. ROW would be acquired from four (4) locations and acquired
adjacent to one (1) location identified in the radius report. These five (5) locations and corresponding
regulatory sites are listed in Table 13 and shown in Appendix F, Exhibit 7. The locations of all sites
identified and a complete listing of the federal and state regulated sites searched is located in the
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radius report on file with TxDOT. No additional facilities were observed within the vicinity of the
proposed project during field reconnaissance.

Table 13: Regulatory Database Sites

Map/ Database Site Name Status Facility ID# Acquiring
Radius Listing(s) ROW from

Report Yes/No
ID #

PST, LPST Handy Stop 3 in-use underground PST’s; PST #22334 Yes
Grocery LPST and NOV resolved LPST #105383

PST Star Stop 41 3 in-use underground PST’s PST #72098 Yes

PST, LPST  US 59 Fuel Mart 5 in-use underground PST’s; PST #5511 Yes
LPST resolved LPST #110738

PST, SEMS Lane Aviation 4 in-use aboveground tanks PST #54895 Yes
for aircraft refuelling; archived
SEMS site with no further
activity planned

PST James 1 in-use aboveground tank for  PST #85198 No
Construction fleet refueling
Group

PST - Petroleum Storage Tank

LPST - Leaking Petroleum Storage Tank
SEMS - Superfund Enterprise Management System

Source: GeoSearch, 2016.

The No Build Alternative would not require the disturbance of soils potentially containing hazardous
materials. The probability of encountering hazardous materials would remain the same as if no
construction were to occur along FM 2218 within the project area.

The Build Alternative would displace one business with 3 active underground PST’s (Radius Report
ID # 1), the Handy Stop Grocery. The proposed project would require the removal of these PSTs and
associated fuel lines and pumps. The remaining sites with PST's where ROW is being acquired will
likely not require their removal.

The contractor would take appropriate measures to prevent, minimize, and control the spill of
hazardous materials in the construction area. The use of construction equipment within sensitive
areas should be minimized or eliminated. All construction materials used for this project should be
removed as soon as the work schedule permits. Any unanticipated hazardous materials and/or
petroleum contamination encountered during construction should be handled according to
applicable federal and state regulations.

A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) would be conducted at each site that may cause or
already has caused a hazardous materials impact to the environment. Based on the results of the
Phase 1 ESA, a plan would be developed to mitigate any impacts.

The proposed project includes the demolition and/or relocation of building structures. The buildings
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may contain asbestos or lead paint containing materials. Asbestos and lead paint inspections,
specifications, notification, license, accreditation, abatement, and disposal, as applicable, would
comply with federal and state regulations. Asbestos issues would be addressed during the ROW
acquisition process prior to construction.

Oil/Gas Wells

A review of the Railroad Commission of Texas (RRC) Well Bore database was performed in August
2016 and indicated there are no oil/gas wells located within the project area or within one-mile of
the project area; therefore, no impact to oil/gas wells is anticipated from the proposed project.

The potential impacts typically associated with the production of oil and gas include surface soil
contamination and Naturally Occurring Radioactive Material (NORM) issues. Elevated NORM issues
may be an environmental concern in oil fields, especially where water injection has been used as a
secondary recovery technique, or water disposal has occurred. However, no oil/gas wells are located
within the project area; therefore, NORM hazards would likely not impact the project. Based on the
absence of producing wells within the project area, the proposed project would have a minimal risk
of NORM issues.

Petroleum Pipelines

A review of the RRC indicated there are ten (10) petroleum pipelines (8 active, 2 abandoned) located
within a 1.0-mile radius of the proposed project. Three petroleum pipelines cross the proposed
project area. The approximate location of the pipelines is shown in Appendix F, Exhibit 7.

5.14 Traffic Noise

A traffic noise analysis was accomplished in accordance with TxDOT's (FHWA approved) Guidelines
for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise (2011). Existing and predicted traffic noise
levels were modeled at receiver locations (Appendix F, Figure 8A-D) that represent the land use
activity areas adjacent to the proposed project that might be impacted by traffic noise and potentially
benefit from feasible and reasonable noise abatement.

Table 14: Traffic Noise Levels dB(A) Leq

Representative NAC NAC Existing Predicted Change Noise
Receiver Category Level 2036 (+/-) Impact
B 67 67 69 +2 Yes

R1 - Residential

R2 - Residential B 67 60 60 0 No
R3 -Residential B 67 62 62 0 No
R4 - Residential B 67 59 60 +1 No
R5 - Residential B 67 62 62 0 No
R6 - Residential B 67 63 63 0 No
R7 - Residential B 67 63 63 0 No
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Representative NAC NAC Existing Predicted Change Noise
Receiver Category Level 2036 (+/-) Impact
( ) D 52 44 44 0 No

R8 - Church (indoor

R9 - Residential B 67 66 65 -1 No

R10 - Residential B 67 54 56 +2 No
R11 - Residential B 67 63 63 0 No
R12 - Residential B 67 63 63 0 No
R13 - Residential B 67 60 62 +2 No
R14 - Residential B 67 58 61 +3 No
R15 - Residential B 67 64 65 +1 No
R16 - Residential B 67 61 65 +4 No
R17 - Residential D 67 60 65 +5 No

R18 -Residential B 67 62 64 +2 No

R19- Church
(indoor)

20 - Rescerial [N

D 52 40 44 +4 No

R20 - Residential 67 60 61 +1 No

As indicated in Table 14, the proposed project would result in a traffic noise impact and the following
noise abatement measures were considered: traffic management, alteration of horizontal and/or
vertical alighments, acquisition of undeveloped property to act as a buffer zone and the construction
of noise walls. Before any abatement measure can be proposed for incorporation into the project, it
must be both feasible and reasonable. In order to be "feasible," the abatement measure must be
able to reduce the noise level at greater than 50% of impacted, first row receivers by at least five
dB(A); and to be "reasonable," it must not exceed the cost-effectiveness criterion of $25,000 for each
receiver that would benefit by a reduction of at least five dB(A) and the abatement measure must be
able to reduce the noise level at least one impacted, first row receiver by at least seven dB(A).

R1 - This receiver represents 1 residence located along the east side of FM 228 south Bryan Road.
of the IH 10 eastbound frontage road with driveways facing the roadway. A continuous noise wall 245
feet in length and 20 feet in height would not be sufficient to achieve the minimum, feasible reduction
of 5 dB(A) or the noise reduction design goal of 7 dB(A).

Table 15: Noise Impact Contours

Land Use Impact Contour Distance From Edge of Pavement

NAC Category B&C 66 dB(A) 85 feet
NAC Category E 71 dB(A) 25 feet
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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.
No extended disruption of normal activities is expected. Provisions will 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.

A copy of this traffic noise analysis will be available to local officials. 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.

5.15 Induced Growth

The purpose of this chapter is to assess induced growth and other indirect effects related to the
proposed project. Indirect effects, as defined by CEQ regulations, are those:

“...effects, which are caused by the action and are 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).

TxDOT'’s Indirect Effects Analysis Guidance (July 2016), Induced Growth Indirect Impacts Decision
Tree (April 2014), and Risk Assessment for Indirect Impacts (April 2014) were utilized to determine
if the proposed project required an indirect impacts analysis. It was determined that the proposed
project did not require an induced growth analysis because the project is not being constructed to
create economic development, or to serve a specific development, and project would not
substantially increase access or mobility with the project area.

5.16 Cumulative Impacts

As addressed by the CEQ, cumulative impacts are defined as:

...the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action (project)
when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what
agency (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.
(40 CFR 1508.7).

TxDOT’s Cumulative Impacts Analysis Guidelines (July 2016), Cumulative Impacts Decision Tree (April
2014), and Cumulative Impacts Risk Assessment (April 2014) were utilized to determine if the
proposed project required a cumulative impacts analysis. It was determined that the proposed project
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would not require a Cumulative Impacts Assessment because the project would not have substantial
direct or indirect impacts to any resource and no resources within the project area are in poor or
declining health.

5.17 Construction Phase Impacts

Short-term construction impacts would occur due to the movement of workers and materials
through the area. The temporary disruption of traffic on local roads may also affect residents and
businesses in the project vicinity. Construction activities may be allowed at night to minimize the
effects of daytime traffic on existing facilities. Coordination between TxDOT and landowners
regarding construction scheduling and access to the construction site and ROW would help to
minimize such temporary disruptions.

Construction Emissions

During the construction phase of this project, temporary increases in PM and MSAT emissions may
occur from construction activities. The primary construction-related emissions of PM are fugitive
dust from site preparation, and the primary construction-related emissions of MSAT are diesel
particulate matter from diesel powered construction equipment and vehicles.

The potential impacts of particulate matter emissions would be minimized by using fugitive dust
control measures contained in standard specifications, as appropriate. The Texas Emissions
Reduction Plan (TERP) provides financial incentives to reduce emissions from vehicles and
equipment. TxXDOT encourages construction contractors to use this and other local and federal
incentive programs to the fullest extent possible to minimize diesel emissions. Information about
the TERP program can be found at: http://www.tceq.state.tx.us/implementation/air/terp/.

However, considering the temporary and transient nature of construction-related emissions, the
use of fugitive dust control measures, the encouragement of the use of TERP, and compliance with
applicable regulatory requirements; it is not anticipated that emissions from construction of this
project would have any significant impact on air quality in the area.

6.0 AGENCY COORDINATION

The proposed project required Early Coordination with the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department. The
Early Coordination was completed by TxDOT on May 2, 2017. A USACE Nationwide Permit would be
obtained for the proposed project and necessary project coordination with the USACE would take
place during the permitting process. The proposed project requires coordination with the Texas
Historical Commission (THC); coordination with the THC was initiated by TxDOT during the Project
Coordination Request (PCR) process.
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The proposed project did not require coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service because the
proposed project would not affect any federally listed species. Coordination with the NRCS was not
required because the proposed project scored below the 160-point coordination threshold for prime
farmland impacts on the NRCS-CPS-106 Form.

7.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

A Public Meeting was held on November 17, 2015, to familiarize local residents and elected officials
with the proposed road improvements. TxDOT representatives presented information on preliminary
road design, potential impacts to air quality, traffic noise, historical and archeological resources,
threatened and endangered species, and wetlands. Fourty-four citizens and five public officials
attended the public meeting. By the conclusion of the comment period on December 3, 2015 TxDOT
received 22 comments including concerns regarding safety, ROW acquisition, drainage, access and
mobility.

In order to comply with Executive Order 13166, newspaper announcements in both English and
Spanish newspapers were published in order to provide opportunities for citizens to request language
interpreters. Persons who own property directly adjacent to the proposed project received the
meeting notices and any additional notices in both English and Spanish.

In accordance with 43 TAC §2.106, a public hearing will be offered for the proposed project. The
notice will be published in both English and Spanish in local newspapers and will be posted on the
TxDOT Houston District’s website. The results of the public hearing will be available to the public at
the Houston District Office and on the TxDOT Houston District’s website.

8.0 ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITS, ISSUES, and COMMITMENTS

As detailed in Section 5.0 of this document, the following environmental permits and approvals will
be required for this project:

e C(Clean Water Act Section 404 Nationwide 14 Permit with a Pre-Construction Notification
(USACE)

e (Clean Water Act Section 401 Certification (TCEQ)

e TPDES General Permit for Construction Activity (TCEQ)
o SWP3 and NOI
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Table 16: Environmental Permits, Issues, and Commitments

Environmental Issues* Commitments and Permits

The following Bird BMPs will be incorporated into the proposed project:

Endangered

Species/Wildlife e construction shall not disturb, destroy, or remove active nests,

including those of ground nesting birds, during the nesting season,
e avoid the removal of unoccupied, inactive nest, as practicable,

e prevent the establishment of active nests during the nesting season
on TxDOT owned and operated facilities and structures for
replacement or repair,

e no collecting, capturing, relocating, or transporting adult birds, eggs,
young, or active nests without a permit.

The following Plains Spotted Skunk BMPs will be incorporated into the
proposed project:

e contractors will be advised of potential occurrence in the project
area,

e avoid harming the species if encountered,

e avoid unnecessary impacts to potential dens.

Cultural Resources TxDOT will evaluate historic-age properties within the APE to determine
(Historical/Archeological) NRHP eligibility. After the evaluation, appropriate commitments will be
made to protect cultural resources.

THC/SHPO TxDOT completed coordinating the findings of the report with the Texas
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Texas Historical
Commission (THC) on June 13, 2017. The documentation of the
coordination with SHPO and THC has been included in Appendix H.

. o BMPs for water quality under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act
Water Quality including erosion, sedimentation, and suspended solid controls are
to be utilized.

e A SWP3 shall be prepared and implemented.303(d) coordination
with TCEQ is required. A Notice of Intent will be submitted to TCEQ.
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Environmental Issues* Commitments and Permits

Trees with active bird nests cannot be removed during the nesting season.
Vegetation All woody vegetation is to be inspected for nesting birds prior to removal.

Coordination Thresholds were exceeded for Agriculture, Riparian, and
Urban Ecological Systems, requiring coordination with TPWD for the
proposed project prior to construction.

Beneficial Landscape NA**
Practices/Vegetation
Management

Hazardous Materials ROW would be acquired from four (4) Hazardous Material sites. The
proposed project includes the demolition and/or relocation of building
structures. The buildings may contain asbestos or lead paint containing
materials.

Traffic Control A traffic control plan is to be implemented prior to construction activities.

*See details regarding Environmental Issues in Section 5.0 Affected Environment & Environmental
Consequences. The commitments listed in Table 14 are not intended to be an all-encompassing list of
commitments involved in construction.

**Not Applicable

These commitments are specific to TxDOT EPIC sheets to accompany general environmental
commitments utilized in every TxDOT construction project.

9.0 CONCLUSION

Based on the information in this EA, TxDOT recommends implementation of the Build Alternative. The
engineering, social, economic, and environmental studies conducted thus far indicate that the
proposed project would result in no significant effects to the quality of the human or natural
environment.

TxDOT recommends that TxDOT’s Environmental Affairs’ Division find that implementing the Build
Alternative would not be a major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human or
natural environment and thus issue a FONSI for this project.
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APPENDIX A: PROJECT LOCATION MAPS

Exhibit 1: Project Vicinity Map
Exhibit 2: Project Location Map
Exhibit 3: Project Topographic Map
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