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HOUSTON-GALVESTON AREA COUNCIL

P0 Box 22777 • 3555 Timmons Lane • Houston, Texas 77227-2777. 713/627-3200

September 13 -2007
Charles U. Airiohuodion
Advance Transportation Planning
Texas Department of Transportation
7721 Washington Avenue
Houston — Texas 77007

Re: Report of Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA) For SH 36 From 0.9 Miles South of
the Brazos River to FM 1495- CSJ #0111-08-100

Dear Mr. Mriohuodion:

The Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC), die designated Metropolitan Planning
Organization MPO) for the region, has coiupleted the Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA) for
the above captioned project.

Please find attached the report of the CMA to be forwarded to the appropriate department of
TxDOT. 0

The results of the analysis indicate that the level of mobility (LOM) for SH 36 From 0.9 Miles
South of die Brazos River to FM 1495 has already deteriorated enough to jusht’ added capacity.

Therefore, any widening of SH 36 From 0.9 Miles South of the Bmzos River to FM 1495 will
be consistent with the Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC.

Since this is a state highway in nwal region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely
populate area, as per Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC, we do not have any
Transportation System Managetuent (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
options in our Tool-Box to apply as congestion mitigating factors to this conidor.

As such the implementing agency does not have to connuit to include TSMs and TDMs as
part of this roadway project.

If you have any comments or need additional infonnation, please do not hesitate to contact
me at (713) 993-4564.

Sincerely.

ILyas CRouthy
thyas H. Choudry
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CONGESTION MITIGATION ANALYSIS (CMA)
SH 36 From 0.9 Miles South of the Brazos River to FM 1495

CSJ # 0111-08-100
September 13- 2007

FINDINGS

The Level of Mobility (LOM) on SH 36 from OS Miles South of the Brazos River to FM
1495 has already deteriorated significantly tojusti adding additional road capacity. Since this is a
State Highway in Rural Region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely populate area, as per
Congestion Management Plan (CMS). we do not have a Transportation System Management (TSM)
and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) in our Tool-Box to apply congestion mitigating
factor to this corridor. It can be concluded that adding capacity on this roadway can be ftwther
investigated and is consistent with the CMS Plan of the Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC)
contingent to the considerations described below.

BACKGROUND

The current Congestion Management Systems (CMS) Plan for the Houston-Galveston metropolitan
area was adopted in October 1997 and amended in December 1997, May 1998, and December
2004. The CMS requires the performance of a Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA), which was
formerly known as Single Occupancy Vehicle Analysis (SOV), on significant added capacity
roadway projects. It is the stated policy of the CMS to apply cost-effective Transportation System
Manageiuent (TSM) measures and Travel Demand Management (TDM) as the first component of
all congestion reduction strategies. Added capacity roadway projects, such as those being
considered for this SH 332 are justified only if cost-effective demand and system management
strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable (or tolerable) levels.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The limits of this project are SM 36 From 0.9 Miles South of the Brazos River to FM 1495. It is an
existing 1.30-Miles long stretch of SM 36 with two lanes open ditch in rural area with limited
development. It is being proposed to be widened to four-lanes divided rural highway. The 85th

Percentile Speed on the facility is approximately 58-MPH.

TRAFFIC AND Lnn OF Monnin (LOM)

Table 1 illustrates Levels of Mobility (LOM) used to define congestion by H-GAC. These LOMs
were developed by the H-GAC Travel Modeling Committee in 1997 and approved by the Technical
Advisory Conuniftee (TAC). Roadway segments that fall above the tolerable level (i.e.,
vohune/capacity (v/c) ratio? 0.85) are considered congested, thus added capacity is considered to
be justified.
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Table 1
Summary of Levels of Mobility (LOM)

LOM
Volume/Capacity (V/C)

Ratio
Tolerable <0.85
Moderate >0.85< 1.00
Serious >1.00<1.25
Severe > 1.25

For the purpose of this CMA. the v/c ratios (LOMs) were calcLilated. Volume/capacity (v/c) ratios
were calculated using capacities developed by H-GAC for the region’s travel demand model as well
as actual 24-hour traffic cotmts done by consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates. Inc. Adjusted
capacities were determined using H-GAC’s capacity tables, which are based on the standard
“Highway Capacity Manual’ procedures for different facility types and number of lanes, as well as
other traffic-related factors. These include:

• Percent Trucks • Percent Left-tunis
• Ninuber of Lanes • Peak Hour Factor
• Lane Utilization Factor • Peak Hour Directional Factors
• Traffic Signal Timing

[Green/Cycle Length (g/c) Ratio]

hifonnation for these factors was also collected in the field by consultant C. J. Hensch & (J)
Associates, Inc.. As mentioned earlier, they also collected traffic vohmie information. Once the
adjusted capacity was calculated using Capacity Tables, weighted average v/c ratio for Year 2007
was deteniñned. This v/c ratio 0.86 is higher than 0.85: Since there are no mitigating factors, LOM
for after case will also remain the same as the existing case and is given in Table 2 as
MODERATE.

CoNcEs1IoN REDUCTION STRsnGW5

It is the stated policy of the Congestion Management System to apply cost-effective demand and
system management measures as the first component of all congestion reduction strategies. Added
capacity roadway projects are justified only if cost-effective demand management and system
management strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable levels. Where demand or
system management projects are feasible and cost-effective, project sponsors, or relevant
implementing agencies and the MPO must commit to their implementation or incorporation into a
proposed added-capacity project as a pre-condition to federal fimding assistance. Project design.
concept, and scope must also be consistent with any selected management strategies.

Since this is a State Highway in Rural Region with limited niunbers of signals and sparsely populate
area, as per Congestion Managemeni Plan (CMS), we do not have a Transportation System
Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) in our Tool-Box to apply
congestion mitigating factor to this corridor.
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Analysis and Results

Since v/c ratio suggests enough congestion in Year 2007 and with no TSMJTDM considered, results
are as such given in Table 2.

Table 2
LOM for Year 2007

SB 36 From 0.9 Miles South of the Brazos River to FM 1495
CSJ #0111-08-100

LOM Before LOM After
Implementation of Implementation of

TSM/TDM Projects TSMITDM Projects
(2007) (2007)

Yr. 2007 Adjusted LOM 0.86 0.86

It is obvious that the LOM within the limits of the project is MODERATE in the existing Year
2007. Therefore, adding capacity is justifiable and can be thither explored.

Information from TxDOT about exact time frame of construction of this project is being
requested. Reason is H-GAC is responsible for evaluating the before-and-after results. H-GAC’s
consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates, Inc. has already collected the before implementation
travel time rims for the performance evaluation.
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pt
HOUSTON-GALVESTON AREA COUNCIL

P0 Box 22777 • 3555 Timmons Lane • Houston, Texas 77227-2777. 713/627-3200

September 13 - 2007
Charles U. Airiohuodion
Advance Transportation Planning
Texas Department of Transportation
7721 Washington Avenue
Houston — Texas 77007

Re: Report of Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA) For SR 36 From South of Needville to
Brazoña County Line - CSJ # 0188-02-036

Dear Mr. Airiohuodion:

The Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC), the designated Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for the region, has completed the Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA) for
the above captioned project.

Please find attached the report of the CMA to be forwarded to the appropriate departiuent of (E)TxDOT.

The results of the analysis indicate that the level of mobility (LOM) for SH 36 from South of
Needville to Brazoda County Line has already deteriorated enough to jnstif,’ added capacity.

Therefore, any widening of SH 36 from South of Needville to Brazofla County Line will be
consistent with the Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC.

Since this is a state highway in rural region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely
populate area, as per Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC, we do not have any
Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
options in our Tool-Box to apply as congestion mitigating factors to this corridor.

As such the implementing agency does not have to coimnit to include TSMs and TDMs as
part of this roadway project.

If you have any comments or need additional infonnation, please do not hesitate to contact
me at (713) 993-4564.

Sincerely.

ILyas Chouthy
Thyas H. Choudiy



CONGESTION MITIGATION ANALYSIS (CMA)
SR 36 from South of Needville to Brazoria County Line

CSJ: 0188-02-036
September 13 -2007

FUcDUcGS

The Level of Mobility (LOM) on SH 36 from South of Needville to Brazoria County Line
has already deteriorated significantly to justif’ adding additional road capacity. Since this is a State
Highway in Rural Region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely populate area, as per
Congestion Management Plan (CMS). we do not have a Transportation System Management (TSM)
and Transportation Demand Management (1DM) in our Tool-Box to apply congestion mitigating
factor to this corridor. It can be concluded that adding capacity on this roadway can be flirther
investigated and is consistent with the CMS Plan of the Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC)
contingent to the considerations described below.

BACKGROUND

The cunent Congestion Management Systems (CMS) Plan for the Houston-Galveston metropolitan
area was adopted in October 1997 and amended in December 1997, May 1998, and December
2004. The CMS requires the perfonnance of a Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA), which was
formerly knowii as Single Occupancy Vehicle Analysis (SOV), on significant added capacity
roadway projects. It is the stated policy of the CMS to apply cost-effective Transportation System
Management (TSM) measures and Travel Demand Management (1DM) as the first component of
all congestion reduction strategies. Added capacity roadway projects, such as those being
considered for this SH 332 are justified only if cost-effective demand and system management
strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable (or tolerable) levels.

PROJECT DEscRwnoN

The limits of this project are SH 36 from South of Needville to Brazoria County Line. It is an
existing 6.40-Miles long stretch of SH 36 with two lanes open ditch in rural area with single family
homes and some commercial outlets adjacent to the road. It is being proposed to be widened to
four-lanes divided rural highway. The 85th Percentile Speed on the facility is approximately 56-
MPH.

TRAFFIC AIcD LEVEL OF Monwin (LOM)

Table 1 illustrates Levels of Mobility (LOM) used to defme congestion by H-GAC. These LOMs
were developed by the H-GAC Travel Modeling Committee in 1997 and approved by the Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC). Roadway segments that fall above the tolerable level (i.e.,
volume/capacity (v/c) ratio > 0.85) are considered congested, thus added capacity is considered to
be justified.
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Table 1
Summary of Levels of Mobility (LOM)

LOM
Volume/Capacity (V/C)

Ratio
Tolerable < 0.85
Moderate >0.85< 1.00
Serious > 1.00< 1.25
Severe > 125

For the purpose of this (‘MA, the v/c ratios (LOMs) were calculated. Volume/capacity (v/c) ratios
were calculated using capacities developed by H-GAC for the region’s travel demand model as well
as actual 24-hour traffic counts done by consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates, Inc. Adjusted
capacities were detennined using H-GAC’s capacity tables, which are based on the standard
“Highway Cnpacin’ Manna?’ procedures for different facility types and number of lanes, as well as
other traffic-related factors. These include:

• Percent Trucks • Percent Left-turns
• Number of Lanes • Peak HOur Factor
• Lane Utilization Factor • Peak Hour Directional Factors
• Traffic Signal Timing

[Green/Cycle Length (We) Ratio]

Information for these factors was also collected in the field by consultant C. J. Henseh &
Associates, Inc.. As mentioned earlier, they also collected traffic volume infonnation. Once the
adjusted capacity was calculated using Capacity Tables, weighted average v/c ratio for Year 2007
was detennined. This v/c ratio 0.98 is higher than 0.85: Since there are no mitigating factors, LOM
for after case will also remain the same as the existing case and is given in Table 2 as
MODERATE.

CoIccEsiWN REDUCTION SmAnGWS

It is the stated policy of the Congestion Management System to apply cost-effective demand and
system management measures as the first component of all congestion reduction strategies. Added
capacity roadway projects are justified only if cost-effective demand management and system
management strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable levels. Where demand or
system management projects are feasible and cost-effective, project sponsors, or relevant
implementing agencies and the ?vWO must commit to their implementation or incorporation into a
proposed added-capacity project as a pre-condition to federal fiwding assistance. Project design,
concept, and scope must also be consistent with any selected management strategies.

Since this is a State Highway in Rural Region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely populate
area, as per Congestion Management Plan (CMS), we do not have a Transportation System
Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) in our Tool-Box to apply
congestion mitigating factor to this corridor.
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Analysis and Results

Since v/c ratio suggests enough congestion in Year 2007 and with no TSMJTDM considered, results
are as such given in Table 2.

Table 2
LOM for Year 2007

SH 36 from South of Needville to Brazoria County Line
CSJ: 0188-02-036

LOM Before LOM After
Implementation of Implementation of

TSM/TDM Projects TSM1DM Projects
(2007) (2007)

Yr. 2007 Adjusted LOM 0.98 0.98

It is obvious that the LOM within the limits of the project is MODERATE in the existing Year
2007. Therefore, adding capacity is justifiable and can be fluther explored.

hifonnation from TxDOT about exact time frame of construction of this project is being
requested. Reason is H-GAC is responsible for evaluating the before-and-after results. H-GAC’s
consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates, Inc. has already collected the before implementation
travel thue nms for the performance evaluation.
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pt
HOUSTON-GALVESTON AREA COUNCIL

P0 Box 22777 • 3555 Timmons Lane • Houston, Texas 77227-2777. 713/627-3200

September 13 - 2007
Charles U. Airiohuodion
Advance Transportation Planning
Texas Department of Transportation
7721 Washington Avenue
Houston — Texas 77007

Re: Report of Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMAI For SR 36 From 1.13 Miles North of
511 332 to South of Brazoria - CSJ #0188-04-043

Dear Mr. Airiohuodion:

The Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC), the designated Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for the region, has completed the Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA) for
the above captioned project.

Please find attached the report of the CMA to be forwarded to the appropriate department of ()TxDOT.

The results of the analysis indicate that the level of mobility (LOM) for SH 36 from 1.13 Miles
North of SH 332 to South of Brazoria has already deteriorated enough tojusti added capacity.

Therefore, any widening of SH 36 from 1.13 Miles North of SH 332 to South of Brazona will
be consistent with the Congestion Management System (CMS) Plait of H-GAC.

Since this is a state highway in rural region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely
populate area, as per Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC, we do not have any
Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (ThM)
options in our Tool-Box to apply as congestion mitigating factors to this corridor.

As such the implementing agency does not have to commit to include TSMs and TDMs as
part of this roadway project.

If you have any comments or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact
me at (713) 9934564.

Sincerely.

ILyas Cfioudy
Lyas H. Choudry



CONGESTION MITIGATION ANALYSIS (CMA)
SH 36 from 1.13 Miles North of Sn 332 to South of Brazoña

CSJ # 0188-04-043
September 13 - 2007

FcDrcGs

The Level of Mobility (LOM) on SH 36 from 1.13 Miles North of SH 332 to South of
Brazoria has afready deteriorated significantly to justil5’ adding additional road capacity. Since this
is a State Highway in Rural Region with Ihuited numbers of signals and sparsely populate area, as
per Congestion Management Plan (CMS), we do not have a Transportation System Management
(TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) in our Tool-Box to apply congestion
mitigating factor to this corridor. It can be concluded that adding capacity on this roadway can be
Ihrther investigated and is consistent with the CMS Plan of the Houston-Galveston Area Council
(H-GAC) contingent to the considerations described below.

BACKGROUND

The current Congestion Management Systems (CMS) Plan for the Houston-Galveston metropolitan
area was adopted in October 1997 and amended in December 1997, May 1998, and December
2004. The CMS requires the perfomiance of a Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA), which was
fonnerly known as Single Occupancy Vehicle Analysis (SOV). on significant added capacity
roadway projects. It is the stated policy of the CMS to apply cost-effective Transportation System
Management (TSM) measures and Travel Demand Management (TDMJ as the first component of
all congestion reduction strategies. Added capacity roadway projects, such as those being
considered for this SH 332 are justified only if cost-effective demand and system management
strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable (or tolerable) levels.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The limits of this project are SH 36 from 1.13 Miles North of SH 332 to South of Brazoria. The
project is going to be a new 4-Lane Brazoda By-Pass in this small city and mixed development
setting. The 85 Percentile Speed on the facility is approximately 65-MPH.

TRAFFIC AND LnTL OF Monnin (LOM)

Table 1 illustrates Levels of Mobility (LOM) used to define congestion by H-GAC. These LOMs
were developed by the H-GAC Travel Modeling Committee in 1997 and approved by the Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC). Roadway segments that fall above the tolerable level (i.e.,
vohune/capacity (v/c) ratio 0.85) are considered congested, thus added capacity is considered to
be justified.
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Table 1
Summary of Levels of Mobility (LOM)

LOM
Volume/Capacity (V/C)

Ratio
Tolerable < 0.85
Moderate >0.85< 1.00
Serious >1.00< 1.25
Severe ? 1.25

For the purpose of this CMA, the v/c ratios (LOMs) were calculated. Vohuue/capacity (v/c) ratios
were calculated using capacities developed by H-GAC for the region’s travel demand model as well
as actual 24-hour traffic counts done by consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates, Inc. Adjusted
capacities were determined using H-GAC’s capacity tables, which are based on the standard
“Higlnvav Capacth’ Manual” procedures for different facility types and number of lanes, as well as
other traffic-related factors. These include:

• Percent Trucks • Percent Left-tum5
• Nmuber of Lanes • Peak Hour Factor
• Lane Utilization Factor • Peak Hour Directional Factors
• Traffic Signal Timing

[Green/Cycle Length (gfc) Ratio]

Infonnation for these factors was also collected in the field by consultant C. J. Hensch &
Associates, Inc.. As mentioned earlier, they also collected traffic volume information. Once the
adjusted capacity was calculated using Capacity Tables, weighted average v/c ratio for Year 2007
was determined. This v/c ratio 1.03 is higher than 0.85: Since there are no mitigating factors, LOM
for after case will also remain the same as the existing case and is given in Table 2 as SERIOUS.

C0NGESn0N REDUCTION STRATEGIES

It is the stated policy of the Congestion Management System to apply cost-effective demand and
system management measures as the tint component of all congestion reduction strategies. Added
capacity roadway projects are justified only if cost-effective demand management and system
management strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable levels. Where demand or
system management projects are feasible and cost-effective, project sponsors, or relevant
implementing agencies and the MPO must commit to their implementation or incorporation into a
proposed added-capacity project as a pre-condition to federal fimding assistance. Project design,
concept, and scope must also be consistent with uiy selected management strategies.

Since this is a State Highway in Rural Region with limited mnnbers of signals and sparsely populate
area, as per Congestion Management Plan (CMS), we do not have a Transportation System
Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) in our Tool-Box to apply
congestion mitigating factor to this cothdor.
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Analysis and Results

Since v/c ratio suggests enough congestion in Year 2007 and with no TSMIFDM considered, results
are as such given in Table 2.

Table 2
LOM for Year 2007

SH 36 from 1.13 Miles North of SN 332 to South of Brazoña
CSJ # 0188-04-043

LOM Before LOM After
Implementation of Implementation of

TSM/TDM Projects TSMITDM Projects
(2007) (2007)

Yr. 2007 Adjusted LOM 1.03 1.03

It is obvious that the LOM within the limits of the project is SERIOUS in the existing Year
2007. Therefore, adding capacity is justifiable and can be ffirther explored.

hifonnation from TxDOT about exact time frame of construction of this project is being
requested. Reason is H-GAC is responsible for evaluating the before-and-alter results. H-GAC’s
consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates, Inc. has already collected the before implemeutation
travel time fl1115 for the perfomiance evaluation.
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HOUSTON-GALVESTON AREA COUNCIL
P0 Box 22777 • 3555 Timmons Lane • Houston, Texas 77227-2777. 713/627-3200

September 13 - 2007
Charles U. Airiohuodion
Advance Transportation Planning
Texas Department of Transportation
7721 Washington Avenue
Houston — Texas 77007

Re: Report of Congestion Ilifigafion Analysis (CMA) For SH 36 From South of Jones Creek
Bridt!e to 0.2 Miles North of Brazos River - CSJ #0188-06-046

Dear Mr. Airiohuodion:

The Houston-Galvestoii Area Council (H-GAC). the designated Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for the region. has completed the Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA) for
the above captioned project.

Please find attached the report of the CMA to be forwarded to the appropriate departiuent of
TxDOT.

The results of the analysis indicate that the level of mobility LOM for SH 36 From South of
Jones Creek Bridge to 0.2 Miles North of Brazos River has already deteriorated enough to justifr added
capacity.

Therefore, any widening of SH 36 From South of Jones Creek Bridge to 0.2 Miles North of
Brazos River will be consistent with the Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC.

Since this is a state highway in niral region with limited nmnbers of signals and sparsely
populate area, as per Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC, we do not have any
Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
options in our Tool-Box to apply as congestion mitigating factors to this conidor.

As such the implementing agency does not have to conuirit to include TSMs and TDMs as
pail of this roadway project.

If you have any comments or need additional infonnation. please do not hesitate to contact
me at (713) 993-4564.

Sincerely.

ILyas Cilouthy
ILyas H. Choudxy



CONGESTION MITIGATION ANALYSIS (CMA)
SH 36 From South of Jones Creek Bridile to 0.2 Miles North of Brazos River

CSJ # 0188-06-046
September 13 - 2007

FUcDUcGS

The Level of Mobility (LOM) on SH 36 From South of Jones Creek Bridge to 0.2 Miles
North of Brazos River has already deteriorated significantly to justi’ adding additional road
capacity. Since this is a State Highway in Rural Region with limited numbers of signals and
sparsely populate area, as per Congestion Management Plan (CMS), we do not have a
Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (1DM) in
our Tool-Box to apply congestion mitigating factor to this corridor. It can be concluded that adding
capacity on this roadway can be fithher investigated and is consistent with the CMS Plan of the
Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) contingent to the considerations described below.

BACKGROUND

The current Congestion Management Systems (CMS) Plan for the Houston-Galveston metropolitan
area was adopted in October 1997 and amended in December 1997, May 1998, and December
2004. The CMS requires the performance of a Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA), which was
formerly known as Single Occupancy Vehicle Analysis (SOV), on significant added capacity
roadway projects. It is the stated policy of the CMS to apply cost-effective Transportation System
Management (TSM) measures and Travel Demand Management (1DM) as the first component of
all congestion reduction strategies. Added capacity roadway projects, such as those being
considered for this SH 332 are justified only if cost-effective demand and system management
strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable (or tolerable) levels.

PROJECT DEsCRIPTION

The limits of this project are SH 36 From South of Jones Creek Bridge to 0.2 Miles North of Brazos
River. It is an existing 2.95-Miles long stretch of SH 36 with two lanes open ditch in rural area with
limited development. It is being proposed to be widened to four-lanes divided rural highway. The
85th Percentile Speed on the facility is approximately 64-MPH.

TIwnC .4JWD LEVEL OF M0BWIW (LOM)

Table 1 illustrates Levels of Mobility (LOM) used to define congestion by H-GAC. These LOMs
were developed by the H-GAC Travel Modeling Committee in 1997 and approved by the Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC). Roadway segments that fall above the tolerable level (i.e.,
vohnne/capacity (v/c) ratio? 0.85) are considered congested, thus added capacity is considered to
be justified.
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Table 1
Summary of Levels of Mobility (LOM)

LOM
Volume/Capacity (V/C)

Ratio
Tolerable < 0.85
Moderate >0.85< 1.00
Serious > 1.00< 1.25
Severe > 125

For the purpose of this CMA, the v/c ratios (LOMs) were calculated. Volume/capacity (v/c) ratios
were calculated using capacities developed by H-GAC for the region’s travel demand model as well
as actual 24-hour traffic counts done by consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates, Inc. Adjusted
capacities were detennined using H-GAC’s capacity tables, which are based on the standard
LLH1gI,lvav Capacity Manna?’ procedures for different facility types and number of lanes, as well as
oilier traffic-related factors. These include:

• Percent Trucks • Percent Left-turns
• Number of Lanes • Peak Hour Factor
• Lane Utilization Factor • Peak HOur Directional Factors
• Traffic Signal Timing

[Green/Cycle Length (g/c) Ratio]

Information for these factors was also collected in the field by consultant C. J. Hensch &
Associates, Inc.. As mentioned earlier, they also collected traffic volume information. Once the
adjusted capacity was calculated using Capacity Tables, weighted average v/c ratio for Year 2007
was determined. This v/c ratio 0.94 is higher than 0.85: Since there are no nfltigating factors, LOM
for after case will also remain the same as the existing case and is given in Table 2 as
MODERATE.

CONGESTION REDUCTION StRAnGlEs

It is the stated policy of the Congestion Management System to apply cost-effective demand and
system management measures as the first component of all congestion reduction strategies. Added
capacity roadway projects are justified only if cost-effective demand management and system
management strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable levels. Where demand or
system management projects are feasible and cost-effective, project sponsors, or relevant
implementing agencies and the MPO must commit to their implementation or incorporation into a
proposed added-capacity project as a pre-coudition to federal ftmding assistance. Project design,
concept, and scope must also be consistent with any selected management strategies.

Since this is a State Highway in Rural Region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely populate
area, as per Congestion Management Plan (CMS), we do not have a Transportation System
Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) in our Tool-Box to apply
congestion mitigating factor to this corridor.
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Analysis and Results

Since v/c ratio suggests enough congestion in Year 2007 and with no TSM’ThM considered, results
are as such given in Table 2.

Table 2
LOM for Year 2007
Creek Bridae to 0.2 Miles North of Brazos River

It is obvious that the LOM within the hulls of the project is MODERATE in the existing Year
2007. Therefore, adding capacity is justifiable aud can be thither explored.

Information from TxDOT about exact time frame of construction of this project is being
requested. Reason is H-GAC is responsible for evaluating the before-aud-afler results. H-GAC’s
consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates, Inc. has already collected the before implementation
travel tune nms for the performance evaluation.

51136 From South of Jones
CSJ # 0188-06-046

LOM Before LOM After
Implementation of Implementation of

TSM/TDM Projects TSM/TDM Projects
(2007) (2007)

Yr. 2007 Adjusted LOM 0.94 0.94
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HOUSTON-GALVESTON AREA COUNCIL
P0 Box 22777 • 3555 Tlmmons Lane • Houston, Texas 77227-2777. 713/627-3200

September 13 - 2007
Lance Olenius
Environmental Coordinator
Advanced Project Development
Texas Department of Transportation
Houston District
7721 Washington Avenue
Houston, TX 77007

REF. Letter of Waiver of Single Occupancy Vehicle (SO’S?) Analysis For:
CSJ Numbers: 0187-05-050 & 0187-05-048 — Spur 10 From US 59 South Till SB 36
Lead Agency: TxDOT

Dear Lance Olenius.

The Congestion Management System (CMS) Roadway Network, as adopted üi 1997 and
later revised in 1998 and 2004, is defmed as roadways classified principal (or major) arterials
and above in the urban areas and selected major collectors and above in the rural area, as defined
in the TxDOT Roadway Inventory Log (RI-2) and other roadways designated by the TPC.
Added capacity roadway projects, NOT on the adopted CMS network, are not subject to
Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA) requirements. hi addition, added capacity projects on the
adopted CMS network, which have cunent environmental findings (FONSUROD) are also
exempt from CMA. Currents FONSUROD should be within the last three years. Also added-
capacity projects less than 1-Mile are considered insignificant and again exempt from CMA.
Moreover any project of the nature of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) or
Transportation System Management (TSM) is considered waived from the requirements of CMS
Plan.

H-GAC is issuing this Letter of Waiver (LOW) of CMA for the above referenced
projects, as they are not on the CMS Network (Minor Collector and Other Arterial in
Rural Area) and as such not requiring CMA. Please include this LOW in the
Environmental Assessment (EM document of this proiect.

If you have any questions about this CMA waiver and the CMS amendment, please
contact me at (713) 993-4564.

Sincerely.

ILyas CEouthy
thyas H. Choudry
Transportation Department H-GAC



HOUSTON-GALVESTON AREA COUNCIL

P0 Box 22777 • 3555 Timmons Lane • Houston, Texas 77227-2777. 713/627-3200

September 26 - 2007
Charles U. Airiohuodion
Advance Transportation Planning
Texas Department of Transportation
7721 Washington Avenue
Houston — Texas 77007

Re: Report of Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA) For SH 36 From FM 2218 to South of
Needvifle (1500’ South of Needville — Fairchilds) - CSJ # 0188-02-029

Dear Mr. Airiohuodion:

The Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC), the designated Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for the region, has completed the Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA) for
the above captioned project.

Please find attached the report of the CMA to be forwarded to the appropriate deparlment of
TxDOT.

The results of the analysis indicate that the level of mobility (LOM) for SH 36 from FM 2218
to South of Needville (1500’ South ofNeedville — Fairchilds) has already deteriorated enough to justi
added capacity.

Therefore, any widening of SH 36 from FM 2218 to South of Needvilie (1500’ South of
Needville — Fafrchilds) will be consistent with the Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H
GAC.

Since this is a state highway in niral region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely
populate area, as per Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC, we do not have any
Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
options in our Tool-Box to apply as congestion mitigating factors to this conidor.

As such the implementing agency does not have to commit to include TSMs and TDMs as
part of this roadway project.

If you have any comments or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact
me at (713) 993-4564.

Sincerely.
ICyas Cilouky
thyas H. Choudry



CONGESTION MI11GATION ANALYSIS (CMA1
SH 36 From FM 2218 to South of Needville (1500’ South of Needvile — Fairchilds)

CSJ # 0188-02-029
September 26 - 2007

Frrcrnrccs

The Level of Mobility (LOM) on SH 36 from FM 2218 to South of Needville (1500’ South
of Needville — Fairchilds) has already deteriorated significantly to justify adding additional road
capacity. Since this is a State Highway in Rural Region with limited numbers of signals and
sparsely populate area, as per Congestion Management Plan (CMS), we do not have a
Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (1DM) in
our Tool-Box to apply congestion mitigating factor to this corridor. It can be concluded that adding
capacity on this roadway can be further investigated and is consistent with the CMS Plan of the
Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) contingent to the considerations described below.

BACKGROUND

The current Congestion Management Systems (CMS) Plan for the Houston-Galveston metropolitan
area was adopted in October 1997 and amended in December 1997, May 1998. and December
2004. The CMS requires the performance of a Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA), which was
formerly known as Single Occupancy Vehicle Analysis (SOV). on significant added capacity
roadway projects. It is the stated policy of the CMS to apply cost-effective Transportation System
Management (TSM) measures and Travel Demand Management (1DM) as the first component of
all congestion reduction strategies. Added capacity roadway projects, such as those being
considered for this SH 36 are justified only if cost-effective demand and system management
strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable (or tolerable) levels.

PRoJEa DESCRIPTION

The limits of this project are SH 36 from FM 2218 to South of Needville (L500’ South of Needville
— Fairchilds). It is an existing 7i0-?vffles long stretch of SH 36 with two lanes open ditch in rural
area with limited development. It is being proposed to be widened to four-lanes divided rural
highway. The 85th Percentile Speed on the facility is approximately 56-MPH.

TRAFFIC AND LEVEL OF MOBELITY (LOM)

Table 1 illustrates Levels of Mobility (LOM) used to defme congestion by H-GAC. These LOMs
were developed by the H-GAC Travel Modeling Counnillee in 1997 and approved by the Technical
Advisory Conmilttee (TAC). Roadway segments that fall above the tolerable level (i.e.,
volume/capacity (v/c) ratio > 0.85) are considered congested, thus added capacity is considered to
be justified.

0



Table 1
Summary of Levels of Moblilty (LOM)

LOM
Volume/Capacity (V/C)

Ratio
Tolerable < 0.85
Moderate > 0.85 < 1.00
Serious > 1.00< 1.25
Severe > 1.25

For the purpose of this CMA, the v/c ratios (LOMs) were calculated. Volume/capacity (v/c) ratios
were calculated using capacities developed by H-GAC for the region’s travel demand model as well
as actual 24-hour traffic counts done by consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates, Inc. Adjusted
capacities were determined using H-GAC’s capacity tables, which are based on the standard
‘Riglnvav Capacifl’ Manna?’ procedures for different facility types and number of lanes, as well as
other traffic-related factors. These include:

• Percent Trucks • Percent Left-Pins
• Number of Lanes • Peak Hour Factor
• Lane Utilization Factor • Peak Hour Directional Factors
• Traffic Signal Timing

[Green/Cycle Length (g/c) Ratio]

hifomiation for these factors was also collected in the field by consultant C. J. Hensch &
Associates, Inc.. As mentioned earlier, they also collected traffic volume infonuation. Once the
adjusted capacity was calculated using Capacity Tables, weighted average v/c ratio for Year 2007
was determined. This v/c ratio 0.90 is higher than 0.85: Since there are no mitigating factors, LOM
for after case will also remain the same as the existing case and is given in Table 2 as
MODERATE.

CONGEsTIoN REDUCTION STRATEGIES

It is the stated policy of the Congestion Management System to apply cost-effective demand and
system management measures as the first component of all congestion reduction strategies. Added
capacity roadway projects are justified only if cost-effective demand management and system
management strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable levels. Where demand or
system management projects are feasible and cost-effective, project sponsors, or relevant
implementing agencies and the IvWO must commit to theft implementation or incorporation into a
proposed added-capacity project as a pre-condition to federal fimding assistance. Project design,
concept, and scope must also be consistent with any selected management strategies.

Since this is a State Highway in Rural Region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely populate
area, as per Congestion Management Plan (CMS). we do not have a Transportation System
Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) in Our Tool-Box to apply
congestion mitigating factor to this cothdor.



Analysis and Results C
Since v/c ratio suggests enough congestion in Year 2007 and with no TSM/TDM considered, results
are as such given in Table 2.

Table 2
LOM for Year 2007

SR 36 From FM 2218 to South of Needville (1500’ South of Needville — Fairchilds)
CSJ # 0188-02-029

LOM Before LOM After
Implementation of Implementation of

TSMITDM Projects TSM/TDM Projects
(2007) (2007)

Yr. 2007 Adjusted LOM 0.90 0.90

It is obvious that the LOM within the limits of the project is MODERATE in the existing Year
2007. Therefore, adding capacity is justifiable and can be ftthher explored.

Information from TxDOT about exact time frame of construction of this project is being
requested. Reason is H-GAC is responsible for evaluating the before-and-after results. H-GAC’s
consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates, Inc. has already collected the before implementation
travel time nms for the performance evaluation.
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HOUSTON-GALVESTON AREA COUNCIL

P0 Box 22777 • 3555 Timmons Lane • Houston, Texas 77227-2777. 713/627-3200

September 26- 2007
Charles U. Airiohuodion
Advance Transportation Planning
Texas Department of Transportation
7721 Washington Avenue
Houston — Texas 77007

Re: Report of Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA) For SU 36 From Fort Bend Count’s’
Line Till SH 35- CSJ #0188-03-019

Dear Mr. Airiohuodion:

The Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC), the designated Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for the region, has completed the Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA) for
the above captioned project.

Please fmd attached the report of the CMA to be forwarded to the appropriate department of
TxDOT.

The results of the analysis indicate that the level of mobility (LOM) for SH 36 from Fort Bend
County Line to SH 35 has already deteriorated enough to justi’ added capacity.

Therefore, any widening of SH 36 from Fort Bend County Line to SH 35 will be consistent with
the Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC.

Since this is a state hiuhway in rural region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely
populate area, as per Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC, we do not have any
Transportation System Management [FSM) and Transportation Demand Management (Thivi)
options in Our Tool-Box to apply as congestion mitigating factors to tlüs corridor.

As such the implementing agency does not have to commit to include TSMs and ThMs as
part of this roadway project.

If you have any comments or need additional infonnation, please do not hesitate to contact
me at (713) 993-4564.

Sincerely.

ILyas Cñouy
ILyas H. Choudry



CONGESTION MITIGATION ANALYSIS (CMA)
SH 36 From Fort Bend County Line Till SH 35

CSJ # 0188-03-019
September26- 2007

FThDINGS

The Level of Mobility (LOM) on SH 36 from Foil Bend County Line fill SH 35 has already
deteriorated significantly to justi1r adding additional road capacity. Since this is a Stale Highway in
Rural Region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely populate area, as per Congestion
Management Plan (CMS). we do not have a Transportation System Management (TSM) and
Transportation Demand Management (1DM) in our Tool-Box to apply congestion mitigating factor
to this corridor It cmi be concluded that adding capacity on this roadway can be fluiher investigated
and is consistent with the CMS Plan of the Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) contingent
to the considerations described below.

BACKGROUND

The current Congestion Management Systems (CMS) Plan for the Houston-Galveston metropolitan
area was adopted in October 1997 and amended in December 1997, May 1998, and December
2004. The (‘MS requires the performance of a Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CIVIA), which was
fonnerly known as Single Occupancy Vehicle Analysis (SOV), on significant added capacity
roadway projects. It is the stated policy of the CMS to apply cost-effective Transportation System
Management (TSM measures and Travel Demand Management (1DM) as the first component of
all congestion reduction strategies. Added capacity roadway projects, such as those being
considered for this SH 36 are justified only if cost-effective demand and system management
strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable (or tolerable) levels.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The limits of tlüs project are SR 36 from Fort Bend County Line till SR 35. It is an existing 14.05-
Miles long stretch of SH 36 with two lanes open ditch in rural area with limited development. It is
being proposed to be widened to four-lanes divided naal highway. The 85th Percentile Speed on the
facility is approximately 47-MPH.

TRAFFIC AND Lnn OF MOBILITY (LOM)

Table 1 illustrates Levels of Mobility LOM) used to defme congestion by H-GAC. These LOMs
were developed by the H-GAC Travel Modeling Coiwnittee in 1997 and approved by the Technical
Advisory Conmüttee (TAC). Roadway senents that fall above the tolerable level (i.e..
vohmie/capacity (v/c) ratio > 0.85) are considered congested, thus added capacity is considered to
be justified.



Table 1
Summary of Levels of Mobility (LOM)

LOM
Volume/Capacity (V/C)

Ratio
Tolerable < 0.85
Moderate >0.85< 1.00
Serious > 1.00< 1.25
Severe > 1.25

For the purpose of this CMA, the v/c ratios (LOMs) were calculated. Volume/capacity (v/c) ratios
were calculated using capacities developed by H-GAC for the region’s travel demand model as well
as actual 24-hour traffic counts done by consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates, Inc. Adjusted
capacities were determined using H-GAC’s capacity tables, which are based on the standard
“Highway Capacih’ ManuaP’ procedures for different facility types and number of lanes, as well as
other traffic-related factors. These include:

• Percent Trucks • Percent Left-turns
• Number of Lanes • Peak Hour Factor
• Lane Utilization Factor • Peak Hour Directional Factors
• Traffic Signal Timing

[Green/Cycle Length (g/c) Ratio]

Infonnation for these factors was also collected in the field by consultant C. J. Hensch &
Associates, Inc.. As mentioned earlier, they also collected traffic volume information. Once the
adjusted capacity was calculated using Capacity Tables, weighted average v/c ratio for Year 2007
was determined. This v/c ratio 0.90 is higher thami 0.85: Since there are no mitigating factors, LOM
for after case will also remain the same as the existing case and is given in Table 2 as
MODERATE.

CONGESTION REDUCTION STRATEGIES

It is the stated policy of the Congestion Management System to apply cost-effective demand and
system management measures as the first component of all congestion reduction strategies. Added
capacity roadway projects are justified only if cost-effective demand management and system
management strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable levels. Where demand or
system management projects are feasible and cost-effective, project sponsors, or relevant
implementing agencies and the MPO must commit to their implementation or incorporation into a
proposed added-capacity project as a pre-condition to federal ftmding assistance. Project design.
concept, and scope must also be consistent with any selected management strategies.

Since this is a State Highway in Rural Region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely populate
area, as per Congestion Management Plan (CMS). we do not have a Transportation System
Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (ThM) in our Tool-Box to apply
congestion mitigating factor to this corridor.



Analysis and Results

Since v/c ratio suggests enough congestion in Year 2007 and with no TSMTfDM considered, results
are as such given in Table 2.

Table 2
LOM for Year 2007

SH 36 From Fort Bend County Line Till SU 35
CSJ #0188-03-019

LOM Before LOM After
Implementation of Implementation of

TSM/TDM Projects TSMITDM Projetts
(2007) (2007)

Yr. 2007 Adjusted LOM 0.90 0.90

It is obvious that the LOM within the limits of the project is MODERATE in the existing Year
2007. Therefore, adding capacity is justifiable and can be fiwther explored.

Information from TxDOT about exact time frame of construction of this project is being
requested. Reason is H-GAC is responsible for evaluating the before-and-after results. H-GAC’s
consultant C. J. Hensch & Msociates, Inc. has afready collected the before implementation
travel time nms for the perfonnance evaluation.

D



HOUSTON-GALVESTON AREA COLNCR
P0 Box 22777 • 3555 Timmons Lane • Houston, Texas 77227-2777. 713/627-3200

September26- 2007
Charles U. Airiohuodion
Advance Transportation Planning
Texas Department of Transportation
7721 Washington Avenue
Houston — Texas 77007

Re: Report of Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA) For SH 36 From ft 522 Till
1.13 Miles North Of SH 332- CSJ #0188-04-025

Dear Mr. Airiohuodion:

The Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC), the designated Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for the region, has completed the Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA) for
the above captioned project.

Please find attached the report of the CMA to be forwarded to the appropriate department of
TxDOT.

The results of the analysis indicate that the level of mobility (LOM) for SH 36 from FM 522 to
1.13 Miles North of SH 332 has already deteriorated enough to justify’ added capacity.

Therefore, any widening of SH 36 from FM 522 to 1.13 Miles North of SH 332 will be
consisteut with die Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC.

Since this is a state highway in rural region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely
populate area, as per Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC, we do not have any
Transporlation System Management (ISM) and Transportation Demand Management (1DM)
options in our Tool-Box to apply as congestion mitigating factors to this conidor.

As such the implementing agency does not have to conunit to include TSMs and TDMs as
part of this roadway project.

If you have any comments or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact
me at (713) 993-4564.

Sincerely.

ILas Choulty
ILyas H. Choudry



CONGESTION MTHGAUON ANALYSIS (CMA1 C
SH 36 From FM 522 To 1.13 Miles North Of SB 332

CSJ # 0188-04-025
September 26 - 2007

Fmiwccs

The Level of Mobility (LOM) on SH 36 from FM 522 to 1.13 Miles North of SH 332 has
afready deteriorated significantly to justify adding additional road capacity. Since this is a State
Highway in Rural Region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely populate area, as per
Congestion Management Plan (CMS), we do not have a Transportation System Management (TSM)
and Transportation Demand Management (1DM) in Our Tool-Box to apply congestion mitigating
factor to this conidor. It can be concluded that adding capacity on this roadway can be further
investigated and is consistent with the CMS Plan of the Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC)
contingent to the considerations described below.

BACKGROUND

The cunent Congestion Management Systems (CMS) Plan for the Houston-Galveston metropolitan
area was adopted in October 1997 and amended in December 1997. May 1998, and December
2004. The CMS requires the perfonnance of a Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA), which was
formerly known as Single Occupancy Vehicle Analysis (SOV), on significant added capacity
roadway projects. It is the stated policy of the CMS to apply cost-effective Transportation System
Management (TSM) measures and Travel Demand Management (TDM) as the first component of
all congestion reduction strategies. Added capacity roadway projects, such as those being
considered for this SH 36 are justified only if cost-effective demand and system management
strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable (or tolerable) levels.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The limits of this project are SH 36 from FM 522 to 1.13 Miles North of SH 332. It is an existing
5.16-Miles long stretch of SM 36 with two lanes open ditch in rural area with limited development.
It is being proposed to be widened to four-lanes Lw-divided rural highway. The 85th Percentile
Speed on the facility is approximately 61-MPH.

TRAFFIC AND LEVEL OF MOBILITY (LOM)

Table 1 illustrates Levels of Mobility (LOM) used to define congestion by H-GAC. These LOMs
were developed by the H-GAC Travel Modeling Connuillee in 1997 and approved by the Technical
Advisory Connuittee (TAC). Roadway segments that fall above the tolerable level (i.e.,
vohune/capacity (v/c) ratio 0.85) are considered congested, thus added capacity is considered to
be justified.
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Table 1
Summary of Levels of Mobility (LOM)

LOM Volume/Capacity (V/C)
Ratio

Tolerable < 0.85
Moderate >0.85< 1.00
Serious > 1.00< 1.25
Severe ? 1.25

For the purpose of this CMA, the v/c ratios (LOMs) were calculated. Volume/capacity (v/c) ratios
were calculated using capacities developed by H-GAC for the region’s travel demand model as well
as acnml 24-hour traffic counts done by consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates, Inc. Adjusted
capacities were detenuined using H-GAC’s capacity tables, which are based on the standard
“Higlnvav Capacin’ Manual’ procedures for different facility types and number of lanes, as well as
other traffic-related factors. These include:

• Percent Trucks • Percent Leff-hmis
• Number of Lanes • Peak Hour Factor
• Lane Utilization Factor • Peak Hour Directional Factors
• Traffic Signal Timing

[Green/Cycle Length (g/c) Ratio]

Information for these factors was also collected in the field by consultant C. J. Hensch &
Associates, Inc.. As mentioned earlier, they also collected traffic volume infonnation. Once the
adjusted capacity was calculated using Capacity Tables, weighted average v/c ratio for Year 2007
was detemñned. This v/c ratio 0.87 is higher than 0.85: Since there are no mitigating factors, LOM
for afier case will also remain the same as the existing case and is given in Table 2 as
MODERATE.

CONGESTION REDUCTION Snt&ncws

It is the stated policy of the Congestion Management System to apply cost-effective demand and
system management measures as the first component of all congestion reduction strategies. Added
capacity roadway projects are justified only if cost-effective demand management and system
management strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable levels. Where demand or
system management projects are feasible and cost-effective, project sponsors, or relevant
implementing agencies and the lvWO must commit to their implementation or incorporation into a
proposed added-capacity project as a pre-condition to federal fimding assistance. Project design,
concept, and scope must also be consistent with any selected management strategies.

Since this is a State Highway in Rural Region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely populate
area, as per Congestion Management Plan (CMS), we do not have a Transportation System
Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (1DM) in our Tool-Box to apply
congestion mitigating factor to this con-idor.



Analysis and Results

Since v/c ratio suggests enough congestion in Year 2007 and with no TSMJTDM considered, results
are as such given in Table 2.

Table 2
LOM for Year 2007

SH 36 From FM 522 To 1.13 Miles North Of Sn 332
CSJ # 0188-04-025

LOM Before LOM After
Implementation of Implementation of

TSI’IVTDM Projects TSM/TDM Projects
(2007) (2007)

Yr. 2007 Adjusted LOM 0.87 0.87

It is obvious that the LOM within the limits of the project is MODERATE in the existing Year
2007. Therefore, adding capacity is justifiable and can be fluiher explored.

hifonnation from TxDOT about exact time frame of construction of this project is being
requested. Reason is H-GAC is responsible for evaluating the before-and-after results. H-GAC’s
consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates, Inc. has already collected the before implementation
travel time nms for the performance evaluation.
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HOUSTON-GALVESTON AREA COUNCJL

P0 Box 22777 • 3555 Timmons Lane • Houston, Texas 77227-2777. 713/627-3200

September26- 2007
Charles U. Airiohuodion
Advance Transportation Planning
Texas Department of Transportation
7721 Washington Avenue
Houston — Texas 77007

Re: Report of Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMAI For SR 36 From SR 35 Till FM 522
CSJ # 0188-04-035

Dear Mr. Airiohuodion:

The Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC), the designated Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for the region, has completed the Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA) for
the above captioned project.

Please fmd attached the report of the CMA to be forwarded to the appropriate department of
TxDOT.

The results of the analysis indicate that the level of mobility (LOM) for SH 36 from SH 35 to
FM 522 has already deteriorated enough to justi& added capacity.

Therefore, any widening of SM 36 from SH 35 to FM 522 will be consistent with the Congestion
Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC.

Since this is a state highway in rural region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely
populate area, as per Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC, we do not have any
Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (1DM)
options in our Tool-Box to apply as congestion mitigating factors to this corridor.

As such the implementing agency does not have to commit to include TSMs and TDMs as
part of this roadway project.

If you have any comments or need additional infonnation, please do not hesitate to contact
me at (713) 993-4564.

Sincerely.

ILyas Chouky
thyas H. Choudry



CONGESTION 1SU11GAUON ANALYSIS (CMA) 0
SR 36 From SR 35 To FM 522

CSJ # 0188-04-035
September 26 - 2007

FINDINGS

The Level of Mobility (LOM) on SH 36 from SH 35 to FM 522 has already deteriorated
significantly to justi adding additional road capacity. Since this is a State Highway in Rural
Region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely populate area, as per Congestion Management
Plan (CMS), we do not have a Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) in our Tool-Box to apply congestion mitigating factor to this
coaidor. It can be concluded that adding capacity on this roadway can be further investigated and is
consistent with the CMS Plan of the Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) contingent to the
considerations described below.

BACKGROUND

The current Congestion Management Systems (CMS) Plan for the Houston-Galveston metropolitan
area was adopted in October 1997 and amended in December 1997, May 1998, and December
2004. The CMS requires the performance of a Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA), which was
formerly known as Single Occupancy Vehicle Analysis (SOy), on significant added capacity
roadway projects. It is the stated policy of the CMS to apply cost-effective Transportation System
Management (TSM) measures and Travel Demand Management (TDM) as the first component of
all congestion reduction strategies. Added capacity roadway projects, such as those being
considered for this SH 36 are justified only if cost-effective demand and system management
strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable (or tolerable) levels.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The limits of this project are SH 36 from SH 35 to FM 522. It is an existing 1.88-Miles long stretch
of SH 36 with two lanes open ditch in rural area with limited development. It is being proposed to
be widened to four-lanes tm-divided rural highway. The 85th Percentile Speed on the facility is
approximately 54-MPH.

Tit&rnc AND LEVEL OF MOBILITY (LOM)

Table 1 illustrates Levels of Mobility (LOM) used to define congestion by H-GAC. These LOMs
were developed by the H-GAC Travel Modeling Conmilifee in 1997 and approved by the Technical
Advisory Connuiffee (TAC). Roadway segments that fall above the tolerable level (i.e.,
volume/capacity (v/c) ratio 0.85) are considered congested, thus added capacity is considered to
be justified.
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Table 1
Summary of Levels of Mobility (LOM)

LOM
Volume/Capacity (V/C)

Ratio
Tolerable < 0.85
Moderate >0.85< 1.00
Serious > 1.00< 1.25
Severe ? 1.25

For the purpose of this CMA, the v/c ratios (LOMs) were calculated. Volume/capacity (v/c) ratios
were calculated using capacities developed by H-GAC for the region’s travel demand model as well
as actual 24-hour traffic counts done by consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates. Inc. Adjusted
capacities were detennined using H-GAC’s capacity tables, which are based on the standard
“Highway Capon/v Manual’ procedures for different facility types and number of lanes, as well as
other traffic-related factors. These include:

• Percent Tnicks • Percent Left-turns
• Number of Lanes • Peak Hour Factor
• Lane Utilization Factor • Peak Hour Directional Factors
• Traffic Signal Timing

[GreenlCycle Length (g/c) Ratioj

Infonuation for these factors was also collected in the field by consultant C. J. Hensch &
Associates, Inc.. As iuentioned earlier, they also collected traffic vohuue information. Once the
adjusted capacity was calculated using Capacity Tables, weighted average v/c ratio for Year 2007
was detennliied. This v/c ratio 1.01 is higher than 0.85: Since there are no mitigating factors, LOM
for after case will also remain the same as the existing case and is given in Table 2 as SERIOUS.

CoNGEsTIoN REDUCTION STRATEGIES

It is the stated policy of the Congestion Management System to apply cost-effective demand and
system management measures as the first component of all congestion reduction strategies. Added
capacity roadway projects are justified only if cost-effective demand management and system
management strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable levels. Where demand or
system management projects are feasible and cost-effective, project sponsors, or relevant
implementing agencies and the IvWO must commit to their implementation or incorporation into a
proposed added-capacity project as a pre-condition to federal flmding assistance. Project design,
concept, and scope must also be consistent with any selected management strategies.

Since this is a State Highway in Rural Region with limited muubers of signals and sparsely populate
area, as per Congestion Management Plan (CMS), we do not have a Transportation System
Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) in our Tool-Box to apply
congestion mitigating factor to this corridor.

Analysis and Results



Since v/c ratio suggests enough congestion in Year 2007 and with uo TSM/TDM considered, results
are as such given in Table 2.

Table 2
LOM for Year 2007

SU 36 From SH 35 To FM 522
CSJ # 0188-04-035

LOM Before LOM After
Implementation of Implementation of
TSM/TDM Projects TSMITDM Projects

(2007) (2007)
Yr. 2007 Adjusted LOM 1.01 1.01

0

It is obvious that the LOM within the limits of the project is SERIOUS in the existing Year
2007. Therefore, adding capacity is justifiable and can be fluiher explored.

Information from TxDOT about exact time frame of construction of this project is being
requested. Reason is H-GAC is responsible for evaluating the before-and-after results. H-GAC’s
consultant C. 3. Hensch & Associates, Inc. has already collected the before implementation
travel time nms for the performance evaluation. ()
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HOUSTON-GALVESTON AREA COUNCIL

P0 Box 22777 • 3555 Timmons Lane • Houston, Texas 77227-2777. 713/627-3200

September 26 - 2007
Charles U. Airiohuodion
Advance Transportation Planning
Texas Department of Transportation
7721 Washington Avenue
Houston — Texas 77007

Re: Report of Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA) For SH 36 From 2.40-Miles North
Of SH 332 TiN FM 521 - CSJ # 0188-04-044

Dear Mr. Airiohuodion:

The Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC). the designated Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for the region, has completed the Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA) for
the above captioned project.

Please find attached the report of the CMA to be forwarded to the appropriate department of
TxDOT.

The results of the analysis indicate that the level of mobility (LOM) for SH 36 from 2.40-
Miles North of SH 332 to FM 521 has already deterionted enough to justi added capacity.

Therefore, any widening of SH 36 from 2.40-Miles North of SH 332 to FM 521 will be
consistent with the Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC.

Since this is a state highway in rural region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely
populate area, as per Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC, we do not have any
Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
options in our Tool-Box to apply as congestion mitigating factors to this cothdor.

As such the implementing agency does not have to commit to include TSMs and TDMs as
part of this roadway project.

If you have any comments or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact
me at (713) 993-4564.

Sincerely.

IL)w Chouky
ILyas H. Choudry



CONGESTION MITIGATION ANALYSIS (CMA)
SR 36 From 2.40-Miles North Of SH 332 To FM 521

CSJ # 0188-04-044
September 26 - 2007

FINDIN CS

The Level of Mobility (LOM) on SH 36 from FM 522 to 1.13 Miles North of SH 332 has
already deteriorated significantly to justi adding additional road capacity. Since this is a State
Highway in Rural Region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely populate area, as per
Congestion Management Plan (CMS), we do not have a Transportation System Management (TSM)
and Transportation Demand Management (1DM) in our Tool-Box to apply congestion mitigating
factor to this corridor. It can be concluded that adding capacity on this roadway can be further
investigated and is consistent with the CMS Plan of the Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC)
contingent to the considerations described below.

BACKGROUND

The current Congestion Management Systems (CMS) Plan for the Houston-Galveston metropolitan
area was adopted in October 1997 and amended in December 1997, May 1998, and December
2004. The CMS requires the perfonnance of a Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA). which was
fonuerly known as Single Occupancy Vehicle Analysis (SOy), on significant added capacity
roadway projects. It is the stated policy of the CMS to apply cost-effective Transportation System
Management (TSM) measures and Travel Demand Management (1DM) as the first component of
all congestion reduction strategies. Added capacity roadway projects, such as those being
considered for this SH 36 are justified only if cost-effective demand and system management
strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable (or tolerable) levels.

PROJECT DEscmpnoN

The limits of this project are SH 36 from 2.40-Miles North of SH 332 to FM 521. It is an existing
1.47-Miles long stretch of SH 36 with two lanes open ditch in rural area with limited development.
It is being proposed to be widened to four-lanes tm-divided rural highway. The 85th Percentile
Speed on the facility is approximately 38-MPH.

T..unc AND Lnn OF MOBILITY (LOM)

Table 1 ilhisftates Levels of Mobility (LOM) used to define congestion by H-GAC. These LOMs
were developed by the H-GAC Travel Modeling Committee in 1997 and approved by the Technical
Advisory Conuniftee (TAC). Roadway segments that fall above the tolerable level (i.e.,
volume/capacity (v/c) ratio 0.85) are considered congested, thus added capacity is considered to
be justified.

0



Table I
Summary of Levels of Moblilty (LOM)

LOM
VoluflwICapRcit3r (V/C)

Ratio
Tolerable < 0.85
Moderate >0.85< 1.00
Serious >1.00<1.25
Severe > 1.25

For the purpose of this CMA. the v/c ratios (LOM5) were calculated. Volume/capacity (v/c) ratios
were calculated using capacities developed by H-GAC for the region’s travel demand model as well
as actual 24-hour traffic crnmts done by consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates, Inc. Adjusted
capacities were determined using H-GAC’s capacity tables, which are based on the standard
“Highway Capacifl’ Alanital’ procedures for different facility types and number of lanes, as well as
other traffic-related factors. These include:

• Percent Trucks • Percent Left-turns
• Number of Lanes • Peak Hour Factor
• Lane Utilization Factor • Peak Hour Directional Factors
• Traffic Signal Timing

[Green/Cycle Length (g/c) Ratio]

Infonnation for these factors was also collected in the field by consultant C. J. Hensch &
Associates, Inc.. As mentioned earlier, they also collected traffic volume information. Once the
adjusted capacity was calculated using Capacity Tables, weighted average v/c ratio for Year 2007
was determined. This v/c ratio 0.88 is higher than 0.85: Since there are no mitigating factors, LOM
for after case will also remain the same as the existing case and is given in Table 2 as
MODERATE.

CoNGEsTIoN REDUCTION STRATEGIES

It is the stated policy of the Congestion Management System to apply cost-effective demand and
system management measures as the first component of all congestion reduction strategies. Added
capacity roadway projects are justified only if cost-effective demand management and system
management strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable levels. Where demand or
system management projects are feasible and cost-effective, project sponsors, or relevant
implementing agencies and the MPO must commit to theft implementation or incorporation into a
proposed added-capacity project as a pie-condition to federal fimding assistance. Project design,
concept, and scope must also be consistent with any selected management strategies.

Since this is a State Highway in Rural Region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely populate
area, as per Congestion Management Plan (CMS), we do not have a Transportation System
Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) in our Tool-Box to apply
congestion mitigating factor to this corridor.



Analysis and Results

Since v/c ratio suggests enough congestion in Year 2007 and with no TSM/TDM considered, results
are as such given in Table 2.

Table 2
LOM for Year 2007

SH 36 From 2.40-Miles North Of SH 332 To FM 521
CSJ # 0188-04-044

LOM Before LOM After
Implementation of Implementation of

TSM[DM Projects TSMITDM Projects
(2007) (2007)

Yr. 2007 Adjusted LOM 0.88 0.88

It is obvious that the LOM within the limits of the project is MODERATE in the existing Year
2007. Therefore, adding capacity is justifiable and can be ffirther explored.

Information from TxDOT about exact time frame of construction of this project is being
requested. Reason is H-GAC is responsible for evaluating the before-and-after results. H-GAC’s
consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates, Inc. has already collected the before implementation
travel time nms for the performance evaluation.
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HOUSTON-GALVESTON AREA COUNCIL
P0 Box 22777 • 3555 Timmons Lane • Houston, Texas 77227-2777. 713/627-3200

September26- 2007
Charles U. Airiohuodion
Advance Transportation Planning
Texas Department of Transportation
7721 Washington Avenue
Houston — Texas 77007

Re: Report of Congestion Mitiafion Analysis (CMA) For SH 36 From South Of Brazoria
Till South Of Jones Creek Bridge - CSJ # 0188-05-027

Dear Mr. Airiohuodion:

The Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC), the designated Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for the region, has completed the Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA) for
the above captioned project.

Please find aftached the report of the CMA to be forwarded to the appropriate department of
TxDOT.

The results of the analysis indicate that the level of mobility (LOM) for SH 36 from South of
Brazoria to South of Jones Creek Bridge has already deteriorated enough to jusfi added capacity.

Therefore, any widening of SH 36 from South of Brazoda to South of Jones Creek Bridge will
be consistent with the Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC.

Since this is a state highway in rural region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely
populate area, as per Congestion Management System (CMS) Plan of H-GAC, we do not have any
Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
options in our Tool-Box to apply as congestion mitigating factors to this corridor.

As such the implementing agency does not have to commit to include TSMs and TDMs as
part of this roadway project.

If you have any conunents or need additional hifonnation, please do not hesitate to contact
me at (713) 993-4564.

Sincerely.

ICyas CRcufry
ILyas H. Choudry



N
CONGESTION MiTIGATION ANALYSIS (CMA)

SH 36 From South Of Brazoria To South Of Jones Creek Bridge
CSJ # 0188-05-027

September 26 - 2007

FmTMNG5

The Level of Mobility (LOM) on SH 36 from South of Brazoria to South of Jones Creek
Bridge has already deteriorated significantly to justify adding additional road capacity. Since this is
a State Highway in Rural Region with limited numbers of signals and sparsely populate area, as per
Congestion Management Plan (CMS), we do not have a Transportation System Management (TSM)
and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) in our Tool-Box to apply congestion mitigating
factor to this conidor. It can be concluded that adding capacity on this roadway can be further
investigated and is consistent with the CMS Plan of the Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC)
contingent to the considerations described below.

BACKGROUND

The current Congestion Management Systems (CMS) Plan for the Houston-Galveston metropolitan
area was adopted in October 1997 and amended in December 1997. May 1998, and December
2004. The CMS requires the perfonnance of a Congestion Mitigation Analysis (CMA), which was
fonnerly known as Single Occupancy Vehicle Analysis (SOy), on significant added capacity
roadway projects. It is the stated policy of the CMS to apply cost-effective Transportation System
Management (TSM) measures and Travel Demand Management (TDM) as the first component of
all congestion reduction strategies. Added capacity roadway projects, such as those being
considered for this SH 36 are justified only if cost-effective demand and system management
strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable (or tolerable) levels.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The limits of this project are SH 36 from South of Brazoria to South of Jones Creek Bridge. It is an
existing 10.23-Miles long stretch of SH 36 with two lanes open ditch in rural area with limited
development. It is being proposed to be widened to four-lanes divided rural highway. The 85th

Percentile Speed on the facility is approximately 53-MPH.

TRAFFIC uci LnTL OF MoBmIn (LOM)

Table I illustrates Levels of Mobility (LOM) used to defme congestion by H-GAC. These LOMs
were developed by the H-GAC Travel Modeling Committee in 1997 and approved by the Technical
Advisory Conuniftee (TAC). Roadway segments that fall above the tolerable level (i.e.,
vohune/capacity (v/c) ratio > 0.85) are considered congested, thus added capacity is considered to
be justified.

0



Table I
Summary or Levels of Mobility (LOM)

LOM
VolumelCapacity (V/C)

Ratio
Tolerable < 0.85
Moderate >0.85< 1.00
Serious > 1.00< 1.25
Severe > 1.25

For the purpose of this CI1A, the v/c ratios (LOMs) were calculated. Volume/capacity (v/c) ratios
were calculated using capacities developed by H-GAC for the region’s travel demand model as well
as actual 24-hour traffic counts done by consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates, Inc. Adjusted
capacities were detemilned using H-GAC’s capacity tables, which are based on the standard
“Highway CapacTh’ MrnnrnP’ procedures for different facility types and number of lanes, as well as
other traffic-related factors. These include:

• Percent Tnicks • Percent Left-turns
• Number of Lanes • Peak Hour Factor
• Lane Utilization Factor • Peak Hour Directional Factors
• Traffic Signal Timing

[Green/Cycle Length (g/c) Ratio]

Infonnation for these factors was also collected in the field by consultant C. J. Hensch &
Associates, Inc.. As mentioned earlier, they also collected traffic volume infonnation. Once the
adjusted capacity was calculated using Capacity Tables, weighted average v/c ratio for Year 2007
was determined. This v/c ratio 0.91 is higher than 0.85: Since there are no mitigating factors, LOM
for after case will also remain the same as the existing case and is given in Table 2 as
MODERATE.

CONGESTION REDUcTIoN STRATEGIES

It is the stated policy of the Congestion Management System to apply cost-effective demand and
system management measures as the first component of all congestion reduction strategies. Added
capacity roadway projects are justified only if cost-effective demand management and system
management strategies fail to reduce vehicular congestion to acceptable levels. Where demand or
system management projects are feasible and cost-effective, project sponsors, or relevant
implementing agencies and the MPO must commit to theft implementation or incorporation into a
proposed added-capacity project as a pre-condition to federal fimding assistance. Project design,
concept, and scope must also be consistent with any selected management strategies.

Since this is a State Highway in Rural Region with limited munbers of signals and sparsely populate
area, as per Congestion Management Plan (CMS). we do not have a Transportation System
Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) in our Tool-Box to apply
congestion mitigating factor to this corridor.



Analysis and Results ()
Since v/c ratio suggests enough congestion in Year 2007 and with no TSMJDM considered, results
are as such given in Table 2.

Table 2
LOM for Year 2007

51136 From South Of Brazoria To South Of Jones Creek Bridge
CSJ # 0188-05-027

LOM Before LOM After
Implementation of Implementation of

TSM/TDM Projects TSMITDM Projects
(2007) (2007)

Yr. 2007 Adjusted LOM 0.91 0.91

It is obvious that the LOM within the limits of the project is MODERATE in the existing Year
2007. Therefore, adding capacity is justifiable and can be further explored.

hifonnation from TxDOT about exact time frame of construction of this project is being
requested. Reason is H-GAC is responsible for evaluating the before-and-after results. H-GAC’s
consultant C. J. Hensch & Associates, Inc. has already collected the before implementation
travel time nms for the performance evaluation.
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Mr. Pat Henry, RE.
Project Manager
Texas Department of Tmnspodation
P.O. Box 1386
Houston, TX 77251-1386

Re: SF1 36; Jones Creek to 0.2 mile north of the Braros River Diversion
CQM,d.SIOti Channel
a.c FflIS Net Benefit Programmatic Section 4(1) Evaluation

CSJ: 0188-06-046
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The Texas Department of Transportation frxDOT) proposes to upgrade
SH 36 and Spur 10 (Hartledg&Gaen Road) from US 59 in Fort Bend

“N1 County to FM 1495 fri Brazoda County. The proposed improvements am
lrpnng to increase safety, access, and mobility for the transportation of
people and commercial goods In coastal areas during emergency

Lo,ir. situations.
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Dear Mr. Henry:

Although the proposed highway improvements would not encroach onto
the Peach Point WldlWe Management Area (WMA) property, TxDOT
proposes to construct a floodplain detention pond within a canstruclion
easement located adjacent to Jones Creek on Texas Parks and Mldlife
Department (TPWD) property at the WMA. TxDOT has worked with
TPWD to develop a design for the detention pond that would Improve
wildnre opportunities while also meeting the floodplain mitigation needs.
The detention pond would be operated by TPWD and would serve to
enhance the waterbwt roasting areas in the WMA as well as providing
flood storage capacity.

in coordination with the environmental assessment process, WWD
agrees with the floodplain mitigation basin design concept presented in
TxDOTs Draft Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation. Further, TPWD
concurs that the proposed basin would resuft in a net benefit to the Peach
Point WMA. We appreciate the opportunity to work with TxDOT on this
highway improvement project

Sincerely,

- Nsz=
Todd Merendino, Ph.D.
Project Leader, Central Coast Wetlands Ecosystem Project

Cc: Karen Coopersmfth, HNTB Corporation
Lance Olenkis, TxDOT
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May 22, 2007

Ms. Marie Beth Jones, Chairman HNTBBrazorla County Historical Commission
130 East Cedar
Angelton, TX 77515

RE: Spur 10 from US 59(S) in Rosenberg. to SH 36 in Fort Bend County;
SH 36 from FM 2218 in Pleak, Fort Bend County to FM 1495 in Freeport,
Brazoria County
Follow up to early coordination for CSJs: 0187-05-050; 0188-02-029;
0188-03-019; 0188-05-027; 0188-06-046; 111-08-100; 0188-04-035;
0188-04-025; 0187-05-048; 0 188-02-036

Dear Ms. Jones:

On behalf of the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), HNTB initiated
early coordination with the local Texas Historical Commission (THC) for the
above referenced project in September 2000. The proposed improvements will
widen the existing two-lane facility to a four-lane facility from US 59(5) in
Rosenberg, to FM 1495 in Freeport, a distance of approximately 55 miles. The
Spur 10 portion of the project. south of Rosenberg to existing SH 36, is
approximately 5 miles in length.

Given the length of time since the last communication and public meetings, we
wanted to again respectfully request that a representative from your office
contact our office if you are aware of any information which may assist with
project environmental planning. II you need additional information, please call me
at 281-931-2742.

Sincerely,

HNTB CORPORATION

Øi,wf 7Mz;u, (%________

Karen E. Coopersmith
Environmental Planner

Attachment: Project Location Map

Cc: Lance Olenius- TxDOT Houston District
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HNTB CorporatIon 2 )ltirti.c nt trIv T&phor.e 281) 93:27cc
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HOLSIS)?, TX 77060

May 22, 2007

Mr. Michael Moore, Chairman
do Mr. W.M. Von-Maszewski
Fort Bend County Historical Commission NNTB
George Memorial Library
1001 Golfview Drive
Richmond, TX 77469-5199

RE: Spur 10 from US 59(S) in Rosenberg, to SH 36 in Fort Bend County;
SH 36 from FM 2218 in Pleak, Fort Bend County to FM 1495 in Freeport,
Brazoha County

Follow up to early coordination for CSJs: 0187-05-050; 0188-02-029;
0188-03-019; 0188-05-027; 0188-06-046; 111-08-100; 0188-04-035;
0188-04-025; 0187-05-048; 0188-02-036

Dear Mr. Moore and Mr. Von-Maszewski:

On behalf of the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), HNTB initiated
early coordination with the local Texas Historical Commission (THC) for the
above referenced project in September 2000. The proposed improvements will
widen the existing two-lane facility to a four-lane facility from US 59(S) in
Rosenberg, to FM 1495 in Freeport, a distance or approximately 55 miles. The
Spur 10 portion of the project, south of Rosenberg to existing SH 36, is
approximately 5 miles in length.

Given the length of time since the last communication and public meetings, we
wanted to again respectfully request that a representative from your office
contact our office if you are aware of any information which may assist with
project environmental planning. If you need additional information, please call me
at 281-931-2742.

Sincerely,

HNTB CORPORATION ‘

-—---

Karen E. Cooper’smith
Environmental Planner

Attachment: Project Location Map

Cc: Mr. Lance Olenius- TxDOT Houston District
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CD
300 East $‘Sfreet, Rm.86
Audn, TX 18101

March 12,2002

In Reply Refer To:
HPC-fl

0

Fort Bend ad Band. Countics
Spur 1O US 596 to SU36 (13 miles south u(Pleak) and
SE 36 FM ma south dPlta to FM 1495
Contok 0137-05-048, O188-02-C29, 0188-03-019, 0L88-C4-035

0188-04-025. 0188-05-021. 0188-06-046, 0111-08-1(X)

Ms. M.arcm N Rcdkxd, P.a
chict Eddee Athninkntiim Brach
Eight Coast Gtaxd Dlsthct
501 MagnineStta
New Orleans, LouIsiana 70130-3396

Den Mt P1i&

rr
IAL

‘!!%.rul&ijj U i,a!

The Tens Deputmenr of Traportation (FiDOI) is prcçosing to replace and widen a budge on
State Wgbny 36 over Joan Creek in ning frdatl funds. On hnmiy 14,2002, TxJDOT
pixvi&d hifnrm.lion to this office supporting their contention that a United States Cant GuaM
pamit is not required for this locatioc. The affected wltnway is subject to ddai inthsctice
hcwevei-, it does not carries navigation or shipping of any kind.

Based aa the ith,tmatiou submitted by TXDOT, we conclude that Jones Creek Bridge (Sfl-36) is
not now used na is it septibIe use in its ntnnl condition or by reasonable imptvement as
a mean to tanspcfl interstate Or fbreign couut&te. We believe that diii Widge cotsntlion is
exempt from the requiremaus imposed under 33 U.SC 30! and 525(b). Further, this proJea is
exempt from the lighting and signal tequftentub of 33 CPR 1 lSAb).

Sine1y yours,

Dttoo Bridge Engineer

C

Enclosure
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C
U.S. bpartmant . ä
of Traiispcfladon DghU. CtGuwdId fbi a

14.Ie &gr FOdM Bs Sne S)ntct the

United States Ptci.: 60448-2965

Coast Guard FM: 6044694CC
16591W
Mirth 18, 2002

Mr. Pat Henry, P.R
Director of Project Development
Texas Dartnctt of Thnsportafion, Houston District
P. 0. Box 1386
Houston, Texas 77251.1386

flng Mr. Hctq

Please refer to your later date4 January 15,2002, regarding your proposed projea to replace the

nisfing State Route 36 bridge across Jones Creek in For Baid Catty, Texas.

Although Jones Creek is tidally influenced and cotsidere4 to be a navigable waterway, ft is not

used In its natnl condition by commercial vessels or recreational vessels. Pudhesnore, ft not

susceptible by reasonable improvement as a means to transport interstate or foreign commce.

In this regard, the (FHWA) has made & detemiinsflon, that this budge project is exempt from

requirements imposed unda 33 u.s.c. 401 and 525(b). Therefore, uudn the Suthu

Tzmisportation Assistance (SPA) Act of 1978. per 23 CER §50.805, a Coast Guard permit is nøt

required for consnction ofthe proposed bridge.

It must bc noted that the subject Act which intended Tide 23 U.S. Code to include 23 U.S.C.

144(h), dId not exclude that category of bridges hxdfl fir alication of 14 U.S.C. 85. The liter

statute requires the establishment, maintenance, and operation of Coast Guard required light and

signals on fixed stmdure, ineh1ing bridges. Approval of lights and other sigzmls required

wider the provisions of33 CFR. 118.40 should be obtained ftom fluls omce, pilot to the

commencement of construction or you must request an exemption from Jightg requirements.

Your stflmad of the rson fbi the exemption must tilfihl the requirements of this section. For

example. ifno significant nighttime naviption occurs a the proposed bridg, silt, a statement to

that effect is required betbre an exemption could be njde.

Ifwccan be of any hrtha assistance, please cuntactur.

s—I

,Ligthcj,
QüeL Bridge Administration B ii

By Direction ofthe Command
Bight Coast Guard District

4YJ!’
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Texas Department of Transportation
PD. eox 1386 • HOUSTON. TEXAS fl251-1366 • (7131802.51)00

Oanber 17,2001

PnjecLNo. 16591A cn.t’a tx’o
Fort Bend and Drazoria Counties
Spur 10: US 595to5H36(1.SniJtnSouthof?kak)
SR 3& FM 22lR Southof Pictk to FM 1495
Control 0187-05-048, 018842-429,0188-03.019, 0t88-04-035,

0188.04-025,0188-45-027, Olsg-en-046 and CII 138-100

Mr. Marcus N. Redford, FE.
Chief. Bridge Administration Branch
El hCoa Guard Disuict
$01 Magazine Street
New Otteons. Louisiana 70130-)396

Dear Chief Redford:

Refeexing contwondcncc 1mm yrnw office dated Mxvh 22, 200!. we mc subwithng a BridgeProject Q.tsionnaire for the Jones Creek Bridge rep)xtnat required for dx 511 36 roadwaywidenfr ptvjcd from US 59(5) in Eon Bend County. Texas to FM 1495 in Ftvepod, BrroHaCoutiry. Texas. Two &ldgv wine referenced in prior coanporukrc. the Brazes River DivenionCitannel Bridge md the Jones Crttk Bridge. Mthougji Ut Brazes Rive Diva*n Cbamxl isincluded within the pmject lüni, no impmvancms wift occtw to the bridge. According to a phoneconversation on August 27, 2001 ith Plo Hannah, HNTh Corporation, it was determined that nopermits were rcssaty for the Brazos River Divcsion Channel Bridge.

‘Pt enclosed qucationnake and attnchncls reqoat yotr ewaluation of the Jones Creek Bridgereplacemn.t The pnçesed project win widen Ut téttg bridge swacmre frwt to four biteswithin the existing riØ-of-way. At this iime we are requesting your e%aJution of thLs pTojecl todetmine abulba or nota pemiL will be required for the repineement oldie Jones Creek Bridgc.

Your attention to this runner will be greatly appreciated If flinltr information s needed, pleasecontact Ms. Susan Patterson at (713) 802-5247.

SüxereIy,

Ac
Sties C. Owden, Pu.

Director of Project Development
Houston District

SPvkb
Mtachmcnts
cc Ms. Susan Patterson
be: Mi DebbittTzyloj-. HNrB Corponüon

An Equal *om.* 1O’CVbW

C



3419lO1 t3:25 FAX 7135025496 TX DOT PROJECT 0EV O04

S. Any psiural or maxutadt cbstnietions, bridges, dams, wein, e1c downsucarn or.
upstream? Yes

____

No x -

U Ifyes, provide upscrcamidownstnam location With relation to the proposed
bridge. N/A

b. lfbridgesare Ioèatedupstrtm or downstream, p;ovideyxica1 clearance.et mean
high water and mean low Waler and horizontal cleanstcc nohn.l hi ihe axis of the
channel. NM —_____________________________

Se Provide a photograph of the bridge from the waterway showing channel spans.
See attached photo

9. Will the stnictum rplace an exisUrt bddael Yes x No

______

9A. Provide pamit number ar.d issuing agencies of pamits for bridge(s) to be
replaced. N/A

9b. Provide vertical clearance at mean high water and stan low water and hodwnnl
clearance normal to the axis of the chatmeL flsr the proposed bridgt

Yett±cAl mean low 115.5 ±nches tortaontal 30 ft.
Vertical man btgh 118.0 inches

TO. list names and addressci of përsQns whose ptpeny adjoins bridge right-of-way.
I. Strlngfellow gel. Interest C/O Percival t Beacroft, Jr.

P.S. Aex 814 Ioodvilhe, Hiasacri 39669-0814 Ph. 6O1.8d8—6809
2. reach Point )*A. ThWD Cfo Todd Herendino

altO 7th Stress, Ps Wi; say City, fl 77413, a. 979—264—1691

I. List nwta arid addresesflbtfttioriof marinas, marine sepair faäzlities. public boat
ramps, private piers/docks along the waterway within .4 mile of the bridge site.

)oa. to the Vise

$one biown to the cast

LZ Attach location map a’4 plans for the proposed bddge Including vertical
clearances above mean high water and mean low warn mid horizontal clearance
normal toax.isofillewalerway. Sec attached map and quetIon 95.

13. Attach that (3) photographs taken at the proposed bridge site: one laokin
upsêeam. one looking dowrueem, and one looking along the aEgnsnern
centallnç across the bridge sire.

Date: Sipature

Attacbnients: Location Map
Bridge Plans
Photographs

2
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U.S. Departments
of Transporraton

United States’
Coast Guard

Mr. James 0. Dardert..PE.
Director of ?oject Deweiopmern
Texas Deparent of Transucnaticn,
P.O. Box 1386
Houston, Texas 7725 1-1385

-

5C1 Megazln. Street
Na Oflen, LA TOiaa-jage
Sff Syritol:
Phone: 504-589-2565

Ti Oar
FAX: 50+6Bg-3C53

aCElVE
6591A

13, 2001

oN MAlL OPE?”’0

‘OEC1320O1

Section 144(h) of Titit2j U.S. Ccde was enacted in 1978 to reduce paperwork and relate4 costsin the execution of the coast Guard’s bridge permit programs. This section has been amended bythe Act of Apr] 2, i98 (Pubuic Law l00-[7), to further reduce paoerwork and related cost inthe permitting of bridges funded by this Act. By reason of this provision, certain bridges -which are constructed, reconstructed, rehabilitated, or replaced with federal assistance imposedunder Title 23 U.S. Code — are ito longer subject to the permitting requirements imposed imder33 U.S.C. 401 and 525(b). The bridges which are included in this excluded category are thosethat cross waterways:

(1) ‘Thich arenot usedand are not suscecnThle to use in their natural condition or byreasonable irnpIovemeni as a means to transport interstate or foreign commerce; and
(2) which are: nonfida]; or if tidal1 used by vessels less than 21 feet in length.

C.mma,ter
E.nth Coast Suird cistc
Hale Sogga Ftde,4 8ullcfrg

Houston Disuict

-

-- ef Conuol Nosr&F*7-65-048, Oi8&-O2829; Oi88-&3019;F834U5,-&1S8-8’fr0257 - -0188-05-027, OI88-O&046 and 011-08-100

Dear Mr. Darden:

Your Ieter dated October 17, 2(01 forwarded a Bridge Project Questionnaire and requested thatwe evaluate yotz proposed project to reDlace the existing Sate Rome 36 bridge across JonesCreek in Fan Bend Cdunty, Texas. You requested a determination as to whether or not a CoastGuard Bridge Permit will be required for the project
.

. . I

Since Jones Creek is subject to tidal influence, it is considered navigable and, as a result, the• Coast Guard may become involved in the permitting process. However, v&. Susan Patreñon ofyour staff with indicat4d to us in a telephone conversation that this bridge replacement projectwill be funded by fedeial funds. Furthermore, yoaBridge Project Questionnaire inthcate thatthe waterway is neither used by commercial vessels nor recreational vessels. Therefore1 prior tothe Coast Guard’s invdlvement in this project, the Federal Highway Ath’nfr,istation (FIWA)should make a determination, under the Surface Transportation Assistance (STA) Act of 1978,per 23 CER §650.805, vhether or not a USCG pemuit is required for bridge consutction. Thatdetermination muszbe.coorthnated by the FH3YA with this office.

C

r

¼



rzu3tci uiV
OO5/QO5

16591.4.
December 13, 2OOl

Since FEWA has theiresponsibility for the STA Ac the Coast Guard will accept a deterhiinarionby the FHWA Administrator that a bridge project receiving federal assistance under Title 23 U.s.Code meets the state criteria and s exempted for Coast Guard Bridge Admiiñstation pttposes.
It must be noted that he subject Act which amended Title 23 U.S. Code to include 23 U.S.C.144(h), djd act exclude that category of bridges from the application of 14 U.S.C. 85. The laterstatute requires the esnblisleut maintenance, and operation of Coast Guard required lights andsignals on fixed stucithes, including bridges. Approval of lights and other signals requiredunder the provisions of 33 CFR 118 ShOUM be obtained from this office, prior to thecommencement of cohsuuctjon.

If we can be of any fizther assistance, please contact us.

Sincerely,

/%N. FORD, P.E.
Chief,.Brjdge Administarion Branc

I By Direction of the Commander
Eighth Coast Guard Dimict

Copy: Mr. Ice Heffiri, FHWA Diüion Administrator. Austin, DC

I

I
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Tfl1USCOATOUARD
Federal Rethster: May 1,2000 (Volume 65, Number 81)J[Nocice& [Page 2542-2S4l6jFrom theFederni Register Online via GPO Access [wais.access.gpo.gov}fDOCD:thJImyOO-iOS]
DEPART?VCNT OF TLkNSPORTATIONCOast Guard[USCG-l 598-3553] Marine TmnsponationSystem: Waterways, Ports, and Their Intermodal ConnectionsAGENCy: Coast Guard,DOT-ACTION: Notice of meeting; request for comments. -—— ————-—-—-- -—_____

SUMMARY: The Coast Guard, Maritime Administration, National Oceanic and AtmosphericAdministration, U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, and the[[Page 2541 5]JEnvimnmenral ProtectionAgency are hosting seven Regional Dialog Sessions (RDS) in port cities around the county to reporton process in addressing the MTS Report recommendations and to more actively en2age local andregional stakeholders in MTS issues. This notice announces the dates and locations of the sevenRegional Dialog Sessions. These dialog sessions are the second round of outreach in developing acustomer-based strategy to ensure the marine transportation system meets user and publicexpectations for the 21st cenmry.DATES: The public meetings will be held on the following dares:Chicago, I, May 31 from 1 p.m. to 5 p.m. and continuing on June 1, 200’) from 8:30 a_rn. to noon.Memphis, TN, June 6, 2000 from 9 an. to 5 p.m. PhiiadelpbL PA, June 12. 2000 from 9 a_rn. to 5p.m. Jacksonville, FL. June20 from noon to 4p.m. and continuing on June 21, 2000 from 8 a.m. tonoon. Seattle, WA, June 27. 2000 from 9 ira. to 5 p.m. Los Angeles, CA, July 11, 2000 from 9a.m.to 5 p.m. Houston, TX, July 17 from 1 p.m. to 3p.m. and continuing on July 13. 2000 from S a_rn. tonoon. Comments must be received by the Docket Management Facility by August 18,2000.ADDRESSES: The public meetings will be held at the following locations: Chicago, FL--Federal Aviation Administration Conference Center, 2300 E. Devon Avenue, Des Plaines, U.. 60013.Memphis, TN—Cargiul Inc., 1377 Channel Avenue, President’s Island, TN 33113. Philadelphia, PA—U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 3 Auditorium. 1650 Arch Street, 4th Floor.Philadelphia, PA 19103. Jacksonville, a—sea Turtle Inn, 1 Ocean Blvd.. Atlantic Beach, FL 32233.Seattle, WA--NOAA’s Auditorium in Building 9,7600 Sand Point Way. Seattle. WA 93 115-6349.Los Angeles, CA—Par Plaza, 100 W. 5± Street San Pedro, CA 90731. Houston. TX—lW MarriottGalletia, 5150 Westheimer Road. Houston, TX 7056. To make sure your written comments andrelated material are not entered more than once in the docket, please submit them by only one of theLa flowing means: (I) By mail to the Docket Management Facility. (USCG-1998-3553). U.S.Department of Transportation, room PL-401. 300 Seventh Street SW, Washinaton, DC 20590-0001.(2) By hand de!ivey to room PL-401 an the Plaza level of the Nassif Building, 4QQ Seventh SweetSW., Washington, DC 20590-0001. between 9a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday thsouth Friday, exceptholidays. The telephone number is 202-366-9329. (3) By fax to the Docket Mana2emenr Facility at202-493-2251. (4) Electronically through the Web Site for the Docket Management System athnp:Z:dms.dot.gcv. The Docket Management Facility maintains the public docket for this notice.Comments will become pan of this docker and will be available for inspection or copying at roomPL-401, located on the P!aza Level of the Nassif Building at the above address between 9a.m. and 5p.— Monday through FrIday, except Federal holidays. You may electronically access the publicdocket for this notice on the Internet at hnp:Ldrns.dot.gov.FOR FtRTFER £%TOR2YLATIONCONTACT: For questions on the public docket. contact Dorothy Walker, Chief, Dockets,C Department of Tnnspor.ation. telephone 202-366-9329; for questions on this notice, contact LTJGPatrick Barelli. US. Coast Guard (G-MWT-l), telephone 202.267-2234. SUPPLEMENTARY

hrzp:./’www.uscg.rniUdSs’rnso!por.anhur/FedRCg33CFRI62.75.htrn iy q:fl)



Ok reucral Ketzulaflons]
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D’iTORMATION:Request for Comments We encourage interested persons to participate in this ()dialog by submitting written data, views, or other relevant documents. Persons submitting commentsshould tnclude their names and addresses, identify this notice (USCG-l 998-3553), and the reasonsfor each comment. Please submit all comments and attachments in an unbound format, no larger than3’ l;2’. x U inches. suitable for copying and eLectronic dung to the DOT Docket Management Faciliwat the address under ADDRESSES. If you want acknowledent of receipt of your commerns,enciose a stamped. self-addressed post card or envelope. We will consider all comments presented atthe regional dialog sessions and submitted in writing to the docker during the commentperiod.Backzrcund The Marine Transportation System (MTS) includes waterways, oons, and theirinrennodal connections with highways, railways, and pipelines. The MTS links the United States tooverseas markers and is important to national security interests. Excluding Mexico and Canada. over95°/d of the U.S. foreüm trade by tormage is shipoed by sea, and 11% of U.S. ±ter-ciri &eight istransported by water. Forecasts show that U.S. forei ocean-bane nude is expected to more thandouble by the year 2020; and commuter ferries, recreational boating, and other recreational uses ofthe waterway are expected to increase, placing even greater demands on the marine transportationsystem. hi turn, an expanding marine transportation system will pose greater challenges for protectingand enhancing the environment. Many tWeni agencies, state and local governments, port authorities,and the private sector share responsibility for the marine transportation system. Recognizing that theeconomic, safety. and environmental implications of aging infrastmaure, inadequate channels, andcongested intennodal connections will become more critical as marine traffic volume increases, theSecretary of Transportation began a multi-agency MTS initiative in March 1992. The ?v[TS initiativebegan in the spring of 1993 with seven Regional Listening Sessions to gather stake’aolder input on thecurrent state and future needs of the MTS. The input received at the listening sessions became thebasis for a National MTS Conference in November of 1998. After the conference, the Secretaryestablished the Con2ressionally mandated MTS Task Force to conduct an assessment of the U.S.Marine Transportation System. The September 1999 MTS Task Force Report to Congress, AnAssessment of the Marine Transportation System, recommended action in seven strategic areas. Thedocket (USCC’-1998-3553) contains the Report to Congress. summaries of the Regional ListeningSessions. and the Proceedings of the National MTS Conference. You may access it electronically onthe Internet at htto:#dms.docgov. Lrnptementation of the recommendations contained in Chapter 5 ofthe Report to Congress wiil be the focus of the Regional Dialog Sessions. Format of Regional DialogSessions The regional dialog sessions arc open to the public and will consist of btieflngs andfacilitated breakout sessions. Public attendees are welcome to participate in all sessions.Informadonon Services for Individuals With Disabilities For information ott facilities or services for individualswith disabilities or to request special assistance at the meeting, contact the person under FORFURThER DNTOR2VIATION CONTACT as soon as possible. [[Page 254161] Dated: April 25,2000.R.C. North.Rear Admiral, VS. Coast Guard. Assistant Commandant for Marine Safet’, andEnvironmental Protection.IFR Doc. 00-10834 Filed 4-26-00; 4:50 pm]BLLfl’G CODE 4910-15-U
Disclaimer

‘430 Port Arthur. TX l3ome Pag

a

Home
tCiLi0hth District

Any questions or arinems regardimz this ;ae. pkase e-mati me

http:i/www.usc1.miiid&mso/portarthurFedReg33CFRl 62.?5.hrm I Q



ARCHITECTS ENGINEERS PLANNERS

December 17, 2001

Ms. Susan Patterson
Texas Depa.ztnent of Tmnspoxtton
P.O. 3ox 1336
Houston. Texas 77231-1386

RE: Statehighway3ó
Coast Guard Questionnaire

Dear Ms. Paterson:

d .rIo

H’.n.tn. lkwiw

——‘- w.,i

Per our phone conversation on December 12. 2001 the U.S. Coast Guard had a few questionsregarding the Bridge Project Quesdocnaire for the Jones Creek Bridge. We have re-evaluatedthe questionnaire to address those issues as follows:

I. Es the Jones Creek Bridge going to be lowered? According to the design engineer, in a phoneconversation on 12-14-01, the bridge will not be lowered; ft will be redesied at the saneelevation.
2. The vertical clearances at mean high tide and low tide appeared to be switched and were ininches. We have recalculated these clerances and recorded them in feet and inches.

We have attached for review a copy of the questionnaire with the revisions. PLease feel free tocall Ms. Heather Niies at 332-601-2010 if you have av questions or require any additionalinformation.

Sincerely,

HNTB CORPORATION

Debbie C. Taylor-Dfre;tor
Envircnneaul Planning Deparmient

DCVhLn

Attachment: Bridge Retlacernent Questionnaire (Jones Creek)

Cc: Mr. Marc”.is Redford- USCO
File 31263—O5-O01

C .1 1.; -.. ‘“‘“S
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U.S. Department I -:c? transportation J Quasd Dame HtwO1daa2 L 7QUQ$Ha CQçS SCanL 2uiq S3KSymbct GOUnitad States j’ —
Pjt: 5O4-3s9.zgsCoast Guard I

3RDCE?RQJCTQcONNA’RE

p:e2e ;ztvide the foZiawing ir!antzcicn:

A. NAVCCCN DALk:

I. Nazt: ctWa:r.way: Joues Creek

la. MUeago alcr.g waterway rnest.’re fitrz tcuth or
. miles

.-.2

..Laa......j ifl.1uezced frcm1. Tributaycf salt aarsh to 5put, attii!e

__________

2. Cestp4—L:caicn: SEIG, t02 tQt4fl of. Jotes Craek, 3rae>r±a Co..(R2adNuer City Ccuziy State)

3. TownsSit, secior. atd r2nge,ifacciicaL’te:

_______________________________

4. ‘flda!!y iafluenced a: trocoed brdg: site? Yes !

_____

Rang:cf tide Aporox. 2.5 ±nches
See actachman L-

-S. Dcthadwidthcfwaterwayazroccsedbrdgesi:e:
JOft. span beteeu pil.Lgs . . . *

Widths
A:Mer.N!ghTide . lift. 23±nches a,vrox. SOft.AtMnnLcwTida . Lift.

. apvrcx. GQft.

6. Cnc:er ofcrse vessel fl±’.c on waterwaY. If acne • Sc state: None X
Canoe

________

Rowboat

________

Sta!2 Mczc:ca:

________

Cabin Cser________H:cseca

_________

‘Pcr.cco: Boat

_________

Saibca:.

a. ?cvide yenicci cleannc: re: rerent ±:r !nesrvess.sL using the wa:erwny:__.
clearance is -currently6b. ttvtdc cr.czcta;n ct :acn r’te Cl Vesse: .S::2 the waterway. -N/A

7. A:e these waten used to tnstcn in:erstate or fcr:itt co.nterce?
Yes

______

Na

7a. Ar: tc water! suzce?cc:: :o tse :Se: rar.ni ccndicicn cr by reascr.abe
a to r,.::or i::erzne or foreit ccr.erc:7

Yes

____

No :c .
-

lb. Any water.vav im.:nv:rner:s cc— t !rer vesse!s to na’4gate (to ycur!cwes?)? NO i:!o, ;v&2t are :!tev?

_________________________________

EMCLQSURE(



8. Any natural or manmade obszr.xucztg, bridges, dams, webs, etc. dcwuszssa orutstre3m? Yes

______

No ‘<

Sa If yes, prr4de upstrean-Jdowr.st-e’n !ccadcn with rthüon to the ;rosedbridge. N/A

Sb. If bridges are !oca:ed upszrtarn or dowr.sezu, crvideycicl c!2JAceazmhigh wa:cr ad rer. tow water and hc&ol cienc norma td the axisofte’charae!. N, A
.. --

.
- -.

Sc. Pr3vde a phctognth of the bddje frtrt the waterway thawing :banze! sr.acs.
See accahed phccs

9. WiLL the snctun replace an existing bridge? Yes X No

_______

The new br±de structure will be a: the sane eeVati3t as the axis:f.na hr
9a. Provide pemat r.umber and issuing agencies of permits for bridge(s) to be

replaced. N/A

9b. Provide vertical clearance a 2lean high water and mean low water and horizontal
clearance ncrmai c the axis of the tharntel for the propcsd bridge.

low — 9.6!:. sigh — 9.4ft- hørizcucal — 3Cft.

10. List names and addresse of;èrscus whose prcccty adjoins bridge right-cf-ny.1. S:jzfallow Rd. Interest c/c Pert±Tfl I’. Beacrofc, Jr.
P.C. 3ox 8:4, tjoodville, M.issouri 39669—0814

Z. ?each Pojat ‘)Th’_4, I?WD do Todd ierendino
:zoc 7th Scrac, Rn. 11., 3&r City, TX 774”

11. List names and addreszethbcarion at marinas, marine repair :acilides, public boat
ramos, private piers/docks along the wazer.way within “ mile oithe bridge site.

Ncce to :he West
to the East

12. Attach location rttap and plans for the prpcsed bridge including vertical
c!earznces above oeaa high water and mean !cw water and horizontal ciZflflCt
normal to axis of the waterway.

Sea attach ent and questIon 9b.
13. Ar.acr thx:s (3) phctcgra:rs taken a: the preccsed bridge site: era tocking

utstra.t, or.e locking dcwr.s:narn, and one lookis; alozg the aligrzent
centerlin across the bridge size.

Dare: Signature:

Locatior. Ma:
Sridse P!ar.s
Phctcga9hs



Texas Department of TranAportaion
RECEJVP.O. BOX 1386 • HOUSTON. ThXAS fl251-1386• (713) 802-5000

October II, 1999

CONCURRENCE

OCr 1 4

USFWS Cic&Lg
Brazoña County
SN 36: Fort Bend County Line to FM 1395 The U.S. r3h and Wildlife

CONTACT. DPD

Conutis 0188-03-019, 0183-04-035, OI8SO4.4!...thS rimposed activity will have no
.2 on any Enmity listed Threatened or0188-05-027, 0188-06-046, 0111 0849O ‘go species.

Date QLZtkL_ Q \99
NIx. Carlos H. Mendoza
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
17629 El Camino Real, Suite 211
Houston, Texas 77058

Dear Mr. Mendozx

Apprond ri .1 .1- .

CaHos H. Mendpm
Proje’t Leade, Clear Lake ES Field OfficeU.S. 1 and WfldUfe Service
1762.i Camlno Real, Suite 211
Houston, Texas fl058

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is proposing to widen SF1 36 from a two-laneundivided facility to a four-lane run] divided facility in Brawria County, Texas. Please see thevicinity map included for your convenience.

This Letter is in reference to the determination of “no effect” on threatened or endangered wildlifeand vegetation species in the subject project rca as listed below.

C

Wildlife Species Common Name Threatened!
Endangered

REPTilES
Chelonia mydas Green Sea Turtle TLepidochelys kempil Kemp’s Ridlev Sea Turtle £Caretta caretta Loggerhead Sea Turtle TErermochelys imbricata Hawksbill Sea Tunic £
Dermochelys coriacea Leatherback Sea Turtle E

BIRDS
Grits americana Whooping Crane (M) EHaliaeerus leucoceplwks Bald Eagle EFelecanus occidentd& Brown Pelican (N) ÷ (R) BCharadrius melodw Piping Plover (W) T

M = Migrant Only
N = Nesting Activity

R = Year Round Resident
W = Winter Concennadon

C

An Equal Opportunity Employer



Mr. Cabs K Mendoza
October 13, 1999
Page 2

The proposed project will require additional right-of-way. Field surveys of the area by TxDOT
environmental personnel showed evidence ofor habitat for threatened and endangered species.

Your verification and concurrence with our determination of “no effect” to threatcned/
endangered species can be provided by affixing your signature in the space provided below.
Should you need any further information concerning this project, please contact Ms. Julie Morse
at (713) 802-5252.

Sincerely,

James C. Daiden, P.E.
Director of Project Development
Houston Dizthct

JEM:vkh
Attachment
cc; M& Julie Morse



if Texas Department of Transportation
BECElc .

BOX 1388 • HOUSTON, TEXAS 77251-1386 (713) 602-5000

RECEIVEDOCT October 13, 1999
OCT 1 4 is

HOUSTON 01smC
USFWS ClearLake E

Fon Bend County
NCURSENCE CONTACT. OPO

Spur 10: US 59 to SH 36(1.5 ml. S ofPleak0
SH 36: FM 2218 to Brazoria County Line The U.S. Fish and Wildlife concurs
Conwols 0187-05-048, 0188-02-029, 01 87-0M130e proposed activity will have no adverse

effect on any tedemfly listed threatened or
err’.: —.5ered spedea

Data D.J{-1.----. ..2o )7
Mr. Cabs H. Mendoza -b
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service Approved \ t&J

I17629 El Camino Real, Suite 211 Ccrloa H. Mendoza 4
Houston, Texas 77058 ü Pro!- - ‘ader, Clear Lake ES Field Office

U: - nd Wildlife Service
Dear Mr. Mendoza 17t_. .., Camino Real, Suite 211

Houston, Texas nosa ()The Texas Department of Transportation (FxDOT) is proposing to construct a four-lane, rural
fcility (Spur 10) on new location and to widen SM 36 from a two-lane, rural, undivided facility
to a four-lane, rural, divided facility in Fort Bend County, Texas. Please see the vicinity map
included for your convenience.

This letter is in reference to the determination of “no effect” on threatened or endangered wildlife
and vegetation species in the subject project area as listed below.

Wildlife Species Common Name Threatened/
Endangered

BIRDS
Tympwwchus cupido a:rwateri Attwat&s prairie-chicken (P.) E
Maliaeetus leucocephdus Bald Eagle (N] T

PLANTS
Hymenoxys ratona Texas prairie dawn-flower E

R = Year Round Resident
N = Nesting Activity

(

SCANNED_________
I.,

DCT2d 1999
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT SECTIC:

V 9 An Equal Opponunity Employer



• Ms: Carlos EL Mendon
October 13, 1999
Page 2

The proposed project will require additional right-of-way. Field surveys of the area by TxDOT
environmental personnel showed evidence of or habitat for threatened and endangered species.

Your verification and concurrence with ow detezminañon of “no effect” to threatened!
endangered species can be provided by aathg your sigxnwre in the space provided below.
Should you need any further information concerning this project, please contact Ms. Julie Morse
at (713) 802-5252.

JEiM:vkh
Attachment
cc: Ms. Julie Mane

Sincerely,

James G. Darden, RE.
Director ofProject Development
Houston District
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July 26, 2000

Ms. Edith A. Erfiing
Fish and Wildlife BioLogist
U. S. Fish and WUdlife Service
EcoLogical Services
17629 El Camino Real, Suite 211
Houstou.DC 77058

Dear Ms. Erfling:

We are under contact to the Texas Deparmient of Transportadon to prenare
environmental analysis/constaints mapping and environmental documents for the
proposed State Highway 36/Spur tO roadway projects. Spur 10 would be on new
alignment extending from US 59 in Rosenberg to SF136 inFon Bend County. a distance
of about 5 miles. The project on SF1 36 would generally thllow the existing alignment
from FM 2218 in PLeat Fort Bead County to FM 1495 in Freepor, Bnzoda County.

A map of the corridor area is included with this letter. Your review of this project and its
pocendal impact, if any, on the resources under your purview would be eatly
appreciated. We would aprcciate information regarding CritiCal bbimt that we could ()include incur environmental constraints map. if additional informton is desired, please
call rue at 832-601-2030.

SincereLy,

HNTh CORPORA

Richard?. McGucken- C_P
Senior Environmental Planner

/

,.“.I,.\••
U.. I’ .B

I

. — . .



United States Department of the Jnteñor
FISH AND WILDLifE SERVICE

Division of Ecological Services
17629 El Camino Real flfl
Boustun, Tens 77058-3051

28V2864232/ (FAX) 281)428-5882

Auusz 25. 2000

Mr. Richard P. McGucke:
HXTh
100 Gienborough Drive. Suite 1300 - -C,

Houston. TX 77067-3611 l’c S -

Dear Mr. MeGueken:
p.- a

This responds to your July 25, 2000, letter requesting information on Texas Deparuteut of Transportanon’sproposed Sôxe Highway 36/Spur 10 roadway project. Spur 10 would be on new alinmenr extending fromUS. 59 in Rosenber! to SN 36 in Fort Bend County. a distance of about 5 miles. The SM 36 project wouldgenerally follow the existing all ii’ from FM 2213 in Pleak, Fort Bend County to FM 1495 in Freepon,Bnzoria County

A review of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service files and your project maps indicate that several pairs ofthreatened bald eagles ffaliaeenu 1r.4cocephdus are known to nest in the general vicinity of the proposedproject area in Brazoria County. The general location of these nesting territoties bave been marked on theenclosed map.

Individual bald eagles exhibit considerable variation in their responses to human acavity. depending upon thetype, frequency, and duration of activity; the extent of environmental mcdificadon the point in time of thebirds reproductive cycle; and various other factors not well understood. Although it cannot be predicted withabsolute certainty the effect5 a given disturbance might have on a speciñc eagle or eagle pair, certain acilVicesare loowu to disturb bald eagles more than others. The enclosed habint management guidelines address someof these concerns and identify recommended resthction.s that tray avoid potential iact to bald eagles if theyshould occur at or near the proposed project site.

The Strike is also concerned with potential impacts to the bonomiand hardwoods associated with the BrazosRiver. Bottom!and hardwoods, such as those found along the river, an well-documented to perform theecological values of providing habitat for fish and *ildlife, reducing the daennl ec of floods,contributing to groundwater recharge, maintaining waler quality by trapping sediments andpollutants, providing nutrients and detritus, and ñancdo±ng as a buffer between tenesthal and aquaticecosystemsR

LWinger, P.V. 1986. Forested wetlands of the southeast review of major characteristics androle in maintaining water quality. U.S. Fish Wildi. Sen., Resour. PubI. 163. 16 pp.
:Rut I.E., CIT. Aubie, 0.3. Hamilton. R.L. Johnson, and C.A. Segeiquis. eds. 1987.Results of a workshop concerning assessment of the thnctions of bouomland hardwoods. U.S. FishWijdl. Sen., National Ecology Center, Fort Collins, CO. NEC-Si/IS. l7 o.

lohnson. R.R.. and J.F. McCormick. tech. coord. 19’8. Saategies far protection andmanagement of ñoodplain wetlands and other tiparian ecosystems. Proc. synm. Dec. 11-13, 1918.Callaway Gardens. GA. Gen. Tech. Rep. WO-12, Forest Sen., U.S. Dep. Agric.. Wash. DC. 410 pp.



Mr. Richard P. McGucken
2

•0Of the original boaomland hardwoods thund in Texas, only 37% izniued in 1980’. Available data on nendsindicates Ih,r crnlmercmi bocomland hardwoods have decreased by 18% between 1935 and 1975 with a 10%decrease occurring thring the period 1975-1985g.

Bouombnd forests in Texas are well-documented to be exwemely &h in terms of fish and wildlife habitat Atleast lUi species of neoaopical miçant btds art blOWn to occur in the fbrtst of the lower Brazos and SanBernard River systems, and several of these species remain to nest. Dr. Skbey Gawhrtauz, Jr. at C]nxtsonUniversity has performed radar eiidisc of wans-Gulf migrafing birds during the past twenty yrs and hasdocumented that large mimbets of songbfrds nnualiy use the fortt of the lower Brazos River during thespring as stopover points. Many of these species have declined thgnificanfiy thring the past ten years. TheService has become acutely aware of this resource during the past five years and is working to help preserve asignificant amount of these woodlands.

II’ you have any quesrions. or if we can be of flintier assismuce, please contact Edith Erfling at 281/2264222.

Sincerely.

Carlos .Menta
Project Leader, Dear Lake ES Field Oce

Enclosures

Q

4Texas Parks and Wildlife Deparment 1988. The Texas Wnd plan: addendum to the1985 Texas outdoor recreational plan- Texas Parks Wildi. Drt. Austin. fl. 35 pu.
SU.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1984. Texas boaornlzid hardwood preservation program -thial concept plan. U.S. Fish WddL Setv., Albuquerque. NM. 378 op.
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The following siagit guidet inn were netcoed for tie purpose of helping tatsmen r waqen mintain or
ii •e their tat for the en.ftt of bald eagles, if the soetia jn r their ety, by tectiflg the

etal rciticm tIe species recuires. Eaniasis is placed i pflvidlIW infortii so that tirades lay
itt avoid or air.imi:t tlcse htnn-relatet activities wnicn ny adrs.Iy atft Ld ngtes, ricstarty

resting pain. Lab eagles ire ;rotec:ed y a r.ater at Federal art flee las at r.itatit (irtnring the
rnrtgerd soecias Act, lab Eagle )r,tectfo,, Act. ad Miontory Si rd Prurecriel Act) ilics prthibit acts a
harassing, harming. disWring, rsuing, etc. bald eagles, or dnering their nests. ItiVi2aL bald agla
asitibit onsidnCla variation In their responses to nmn activity, depetfrç tçm the te, fr.isty, at

• lsntlon of activity; the extant of awiroritat moaificatir; the point in tia of the birds rtp’tattive cyct
at various other facton not well trden:ood. Abthoudi it carrot be pract with abeabute anainfl the
attics a ;ivi dfstrtance mignt have ca-i a soecitic eagle or eagle pair, cr-cain activities an bio.ai to dfstur6
bald eagles re than aflen. anan AbV!flT LT, the following guidelins ,?4ress se of these cotflns Ut
laitity ra._._aJ—1 rntjjctin ttat sàicula avoid potantial iscact to bald esgla (aid avoid ,1tict with
protective regulations). F ACaITI(AL INFLaTX, PtEASE T1CT TIE C1J* tiC OFFt OF t ItS. fl MO
UU3LIFE ZY1 () AT fl3-Z56-, THE TEXAS PMC MO WILDLIFE DOAKET (5123H945 or 51264$-’Cll).

NEAL 1NFWT1C: Ou. to suneys carried o.n waiatty by the Texas Pans at Wildlife Orit,
bald eagle nest sites Ire urrentty tnowi to 0cc-s in 27 southeastern Texas catrtin, aLthot4i only a

portion of tnese are active or sucanaftil eaCi year. THE flD EAE HESTIfl PnIm Ia TEXAS 15 aat
rn ILl, witn pest egg-Laying In Oecer arc iatciing prirarily in Jnarj. The ysig wI.rally flaqe in April
after 10-12 weeks at gnwti, but arentat care c:ncinues for another 6-5 weeks. Ac4to aid yrg begin to Ii;nte
Itttl hi May, with a :air 5wetmes rining ..itiin a Territory all year. EAaE Afl ‘di)ERAIi rn
flGJQCiT TIE STtN PEII. but particutafly awing the firs: 12 seats Caring csrSrip, a-nt building, egg-
laying, inc.satir, art brooding). Disturbance at viis time y cause nest aca,nent art chilled or avrinted
tgs or yocrg. imeaver, husan act:vity ann late In tie tinting r,ce r nsa prture fleeging aM react the
yc’r;’s ;hancn for survival.

Moe only is protection at an actual lEST Focartanr; so is protection of the CT Slit itself art all ti ritit
factors that attracted the pair to the area in tie first place. Once a sjitable bneding territory is tout,
breeding pain will retttn to the sa area year after year, often aing aLternate nes within the tereitory
oaring diFferelt breading years. Atthasgai a givan n; eey be lost oae to weedier or age of the tree, a pair
o-’ returns to the sa territory to begin another. in nsa there n .er of a pair din, the nest Sy ø

r ‘ d for savant years but then be recotonizod by the aniving ter recsning 4th a riav net., Mating
( tories can ann be itherltad by stasquant enentIcns. rherefon, ,iathn Intated to proflct a nesting

a. .itory snaild apply to a’ “abatcned” nest site for at lent five cognacjzive yearl of deaae,ted nsnaa

I lUG WITh?: TIE FaJ.21110 HUI7AT NAAAOT QUDCSC, ZVEL ST T Ra MO TPW
F ia-na; 351J EA&.ES II iflAS, AK BASO T IDUT%P1C*T 0$ TIC NMAeT ‘“I LAO et
SITE, WITH ZTAIX RE11t)CS *tST11Cn AfltT1 TO LAO f.

A. Pt1$ART MAMA1C1T E -— C SIlU:

THIS ZE SICAD OASS AM AREA TE1Sq g To un ii OIaECnS Faa TIE C? SiTE.
THE F zEeS THAT THE .LWIaC AC! VITIES ICY 2 WITHIS TIX! E:

1. Alteration of Saita: or flange in ast use, such a would result lr raicantial, ertial, or
ir’cus:rial aetc.nt; constnc:icn projects; or mining activities.

2. Trerc:ting, togsing, or rwvat of trees, eitner Living or dead.

L Use of ±iemicals toxic to wildlife.

6. Placit of accvrgrout electrical :rsrissisi or dlstrfbatiw, tins. Ctalliaia’ with powrUnn aid
eleetrecuti on on cwerl Ins structures rain iacrtanc cutaes of rxczr rat icy. Placnt of
urter;rw.rC lines is strongly recr,enced near oald eagle nests at winter oricentr;tiai site.)

5. Hal ic:pter or fke&wfnq aircraft ooeratiwi within !0 feet venial distance or 1,OCO feet hcrizuiut
distance of ttte nest site, aczt O.rlng the cornestiat sasat (abst late-July to esrtrOcterl.

6. joan entry, est — .cribed beta. (or a otieridis4 soecifically allowed):

a) Niniat-dist.....-.. activities (such a hiking, fisning, caning, bird-wacchirig. ad ceflin LWC
Ia activities Csazn a toning, rw’Oing, iits,tfng) Wiid an existing pnct,cn at have OWnd
historicatly el the site, r carried st ,a1ev 2rirrq the ....-ctg r-fod if m rnint
alteration at the priarv is irreolvea.

b) The activities .nitia in Ca) n rain are existing practi at have occurred historifltty on
the site curing the nesting season, o ncr a.r to nver,ekv iitacting ncees r3

cai be arried st safety ItIIIi the ri,,rq season a ietL CtareOc:ooer to early-JULY) j,:
(cant I nued)
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September 1. 2000

Ms. Edith A. Erifing
Fish and Wildlife Biolothst
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services
17629 El Camino Real, Suite 211
Houston, TX 77058

RE: Spur 10 from Us 59(5) in Rosenberg, to SH 36 in Fort Bend County;
SR 36 from FM 2218 in Pleak, Fort Bend County to FM 1495 in Freepoft
Bnzoña County
Preliminary Resource Agency Field Visit

Dear Ms. Edling:

On behalf of the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), ENTA would like to
initiate early coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for the
above referenced project. The proposed improvements Will widen the existing two-lane
facility to a four-lane facility from Us 59(5) in Rosenberg, to FM 1495 in Freepon, a
distance of approximately 57 miles. The Spur 10 portion of the project, south ofRosenberg to existing SR 36, is proposed on new location and is approximately 5 miles
in length.

We respectifihly request a representative of your agency attend a preliminaiy resource
agency field visit. BNTB has scheduled the following two days for site visits:

Wednesday, September 27, 2000
Thursday, September 28, 2000

Each ñeld visit will begin at 10:00 A.M. and is expected to last all day. We will meet atthe Rosenberg Civic and Convention Center, located at 3825 Highway 36 South.

A vicinity map of the project area is included with this letter. We would appreciate your
attendance at the field visit to offer any information which may assist with project
environmental planning. To confirm your attendance or for additional imfonnation, please
feel call me or Ms. Heather Niles at 281-875-9292.

rh. N’

‘. .‘

I::, •.. 1 •;. ..
1.1!’ . i:.,.,,i .jj...

Wfll.i,’ .l1., I. UIfl .%., ‘n%.g
,I. 1•11. WI 4.4.I\



Ms. Edith Eriling
Page 2

Srncerely,

HNTB CORPORATION

C. 46-a
Debbie C. Taylor-Manager
Environmental Planning Department

DCT/bln

Attachment: Vicinity Map

Cc: Ms. Robin Sterry- TxDOT Environmental
File #31863-005-001
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Ms. Edith A. &flin2
Fish and Wildlife Biologist
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
17629 El Camino Real. Suite :11
Houston. TX 77058

RE: ScurlQ.State Hithway 36 Wetland Delineadort Participation

Dear Ms. Erziinis:

Currently, HNTh is in the data collection phase for the Environmental Assessment of the
roadway irnprovetter.tS to Stare Highway 36 (SH 36) from FM 2213 in P!e3k. For Bend
County to FM 1495 in Freeport. Brazoria County. HMB would like to invite you or a
representative of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to job us at your convenience
during the wetland delineation of this project. BNTh will begin the wetland delineation on
Monday, March 5. 2001 at the southern end of the project, just north of the Brazes River
Diversion Channel bridge, and work northward along SM 36. Tne wetland delineation is
expected to take approximately 6-8 weeks.

If you wish to participate, please notify HNTB in advance of the day you wish to visit the site
so that we can coordinate the time and place to meet.

A location, map of the project a1imeat is incLuded with Uj letter. We would welcome your
attendance and input during the wetland delineation to offer any information which may
assist this process. To confirm your anendarce or for additional infbgnazion. please feel call
me or Ms. Heather Niles at 832-601-2000.

Sincerely,

HNTh CORPORATION

/&?%f e.
Debbie C. Taylor-Manager
Environmental Planning Deparunent

DCT bIn

Ar.:&_’tient: Vicinity Map

Cc: Ms. Susan Patterson- TxDOT Er.vircnrnenmj
File 3 186 3-305-00 1
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•Hnrkn)u’,o,nSeptember 1, 2000

Mr. Casey Cutler
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
Galveston District, Regulatory Branch
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, TX 77553-1229

RE: Spur 10 from US 59(S) in Rosenberg, to SF1 36 in Fort Bend County,SN 36 from F4 2218 in Pleak, Fort Bend County to FM 1495 in Freepoft,Brazoria County
Preliminary Resource Agency Field Visit

Dear Mr. Cutler:

On behalf of the Texas Depaitment of Transportation (TxDOT), HNTB would like toinitiate early coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for theabove referenced project. The proposed improvements will widen the existing two-lanefacility to a four-lane facility from US 59(5) in Rosenberg, to FM 1495 in Freeport, adistance of approximately 57 miles. The Spur 10 portion of the project, south ofRosenberg to existing SH 36, is proposed on new location and is approximately 5 milesin length.

We respeciflully request a representative of your agency attend a preliminary resourceagency field visit. HNTB has scheduled the following tivo days for site visits:

Wednesday, September 27, 2000
Thursday, September 23, 2000

Each field visit will begin at 10:00 A.M. and is expected to last all day. We will meet atthe Rosenberg Civic and Convention Center, located at 3825 Highway 36 South.

A vicinity map of the project area is included with this letter. We would appreciate yourattendance at the field visit to offer any information which may assist with projectenvironmental planning. To confirm your attendance or for additional information, pleasefeel call me or Ms. Heather Niles ax 281-875-9292.
•....
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.



C

Mr. Casey Cadet
Page 2

Sincerely,

FNTB CORPORATION

.

Debbie C. Taylor-Manager
Environmental Planning Department

DCT/hln

Attachment: Viciniw Map

Cc: Ms. Robin Stern’- TxDOT Environmental
File # 3 1863-005-001
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Mr. Casey Cutler
L. S. Anriy LOrDS 01 cflg!fleers
Caiveston Disznct. Reaulatory Brancn
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, TX 77553-1229

RE: Spur10iSate Highway 36 Wetland Delineation Participation

Dear Mr. Cutter:

Currently, HNTB is in the data collection phase for the Environmental Assessment of theroadway improvements to State Highway 36 ISH 36) from FM 2213 in Pleak. Fort BendCounty to FM j495 in Freepon, Brazoda Cournv. HNTB would like to invite you or arepresentative of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to join us at your convenienceduring the wetland delineation of this project. bThJB will begin the wetland delineation onMonday. March 5, 2001 at the southern end of the project. just north of the Brazes RiverDiversion Channel bridge. and work northward along SH 36. The wetland delineation isexpected to rake a proximately 6-S weeks.

C)If you wish to narticipate, please notify HNTB in advance of the day you wish to visit the siteso that we can coordinate the time and place to meet.

A location map of the project alignment is included with this letter. We would welcome yourattendance and input during the wetland delineation to offer any information which mayassist dis process. To confirm your attendance or for additional information, please feel callme or Ms. Heather Niles at S32-60-200O.

Sincerely.

HNTB CORPORATION

Debbie C. Tay!or-Manager
Environmental Planning Department

DCThln

Attachrent: Vicinity Map

Cc: Ms. Susan Par.non- TxDOT Eavi-cnmental CFile 4 31863-005-201
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Texas Department of Transportation
P.O. 80X 1386• HOUSTON, TEXAS fl251-1388 . U13)8o25ooo

February 27, 2001

Fort Bend and Brazoda Counties
Spur 10: Us 595 to SH 36(1.5 miles South of Pleak)
SN 36: FM 2218 South of Pleak to FM 1495
Control 0187-05-048, 0188-02-029, 0188-03-019, 0188-04-035,0188-04-025, 0188-05-027, 0188-06-046 and 0111-08-100

Commander (ab)
Eighth Coast Guard District
Hale Boggs Federal Building
501 Magazine Street
New Orleans, Louisiana 70130-3396

Dear Sir

CONTACt: OPO

r’fl
\ MOS200l \

, -.it—

The Texas Department of Transportation is proposing to widen Spur 10 from US 595, Fort BendCounty, Texas to SN 36, Fort Bend County, Texas, and tn widen the existing SH 36, from twolanes to four lanes, from FM 2218 in Pleak, Fort Bend County, Texas south to FM 1495,Freeport, Brazoda County, Texas. This letter is in reference to the navigability of Jones Creekand the Brazos River Diversion Channel in the project area. A project vicinity map is attachedfor your convenience.

Additional right-of-way, in various areas, will be required for the proposed implementation ofthis project; however, additional right-of-way will not be required in the areas of thesewaterbodies. The existing bridge over the Brazos River Diversion Channel in Freeport, Texaswill not be improved. We seek yous concurrence that a Coast Guard clearance permit will not berequired for the proposed project.

Your attention to this mater will be greatly appreciated. If fluriher information is needed, pleasecontact Ms. Susan Patterson at (713) 802-5247.

SP:ljh
Attachments
cc: Ms. Susan Patterson
bc: Ms. Debbie Taylor - HNTB Corporation’

0

Sincerely,

of Project Development
Houston District

An Equal Opponuniry Employer
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Mi. James 0. Darden, P2.
Director of Project Development
Houston Ditct
Texas Department of Transportation
P. 0. Box 1386
Houston, Tecas 7725 1-1386

Commander
SgnTh Coust Guard OImd
Hale Bagge Federal Budding

501 )AagWa Street
New Q*wu LA 70130-3366
Staff Syni ate
a 504-5894985
FAX: 5044894063

March 22, 2001

f7 ECEl VEt

MAR27 20W

Dear Mr. Darden:

to yuur ICnWI cbted-Februry27r-26êh regsdhg-a-propo€e.d wideàgproject_.__.
involving Jones Creek aM the Brazos River Diversion Channel in Fort Bend and Bnzoda
Counties, Texas. Based on the data provided, there is insufficient mfonnanon to evaluate bridge
permit requirements for this project In order for us to filly evaluate the proposed project to
determine whether a Coast Guard permit is necessary, additional informa&n about the area is
needc& I am enclosing a Bridge Project Questionnaire, which, when completed, should provide
us with the data needed to make an appropriate navigational determination. Please photocopy
and fill out a separate questionnaire for each waxer crossing, to include culverts, and provide site
specific information as requested, as well as area maps to aid in making the necessary
determinations.

End: (1) Bridge Project Questionnaire

0

()

r u.s. Department j’
of TransportatiOflj

United States /Coast Guard C
16591A

If we can be of any fiinher assistance, please contact this office at (504) 589-2965.

Eighth Coast Guard Disnict



04/19/01 13:27 FAX 71350:oaYb IA Ut!! ?KUdtt,j Ut’ l Qu j

U.S. Department 1
:of Transportateofl/

United States
Coast Guard

BRIDGE PROJECT QUESTIONNAIRE

provide the following information:

NAVIGATION DATA:

I. Name of Waterway; .

la. Mileage along waterway measured from mouth or confluence -

lb. Tributary of

_______________________

at mile

___________

2. . Geeaphk-Loca&icn: . . -

(Road Number City County State)

3. Township, section and range, if applicable:

___________________________________

4. Tidally influenced at prooosd bridge site? Yes____ No

_____

Range of tide

__________________________________

S. Depth and width of waterway at prooosed bridge site:

Depths Widths

At Mean Hightde . .

At Mean Low Tide

_______
______

6. Character of present vessel traffic on water-way. If none , so state: None________ -

Canoe

________

Rowboat

_______

Small Motorboat

________

Cabin Cruiser________

Kouseboat

________

Pontoon Boat

________

Sailboat.

6a. Prcvide vertical clearance requirement for larqesz vessel using the waterway:___ -

6b. Provide photograph of each type of vessel using the waterway.

7 Are these waters used to transpor. interstate or foreign commerce?

Yes

____

No

____

-

7a. A:: these waters susceptible 10 USC in their natin! condition or by reasonable

rnprovernent as a means to r.ippon nterstae or foreign commerce?

Yes

____

No

____

-

7b. Any planned wztenvy improemenzs o permit iarer vessels to navi2are (to your

kiwwiedae)?

_______

Irso, wrat are they?

___________________________________

ENCLOSUHE(

Cmmandsr
E1ghlh Coa.L Guard Oislñd

Hal. Scggs Federal Builinq

501 Maazlne Sheet
NnOflnu, LA• J013O-3ga
Slail SymboL: ob
Phonc: 504-589-29e5

Please

A.



8. Any natural or manmade obstructions, bridges, dams, web, etc. downstream or
upstream? Yes

_______

No

_______

(N
Sa If yes, provide upstreamldownstream location with relation to the proposed

bridge.

Sb. If bridges are boated upstream or downsnnm, pmvi4e yrkai clearance,at mean
high water and mean low water and horizontal clearance notmal là the axis of the
channel.

..
-

So. Provide a photograph of the bridge from the Waterway showing channel spans.

9. Will the structure replace an existing bridge? Yes No

Va. Provide permit number and issuing agencies ofpennits for brdge(s) to be
replaced.

9b. Provide vertical clearance at mean high water and mean low water and horizontal
clearance normal to the axis of the channel for the proposed bridge.

IC. List names and addresses of pOisons whose property adjoins bridge tight-c f-way.

______

0
11. List names and addressethbcacion of marinas, marine repair fahiities, public boat

ramps, private piers/docks along the waterway within ‘A mile of the bridge site.

12. Attach location map and plans for the proposed bridge; including vertical
clearances above mean high water and mean low water and horizontal clearance
nomnl to axis of the waterway.

13. Attach three (3) photographs taken at the proposed bridge site: one looking
upstream, one looking downstream, and one looking along the alignment
ccnterlin across the bridge site.

Date: Signature:

Attachments: Location Map
Bridge Plans
Photographs

2
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July 26. 2000

Ms. Celest Bmncel-Brown
Texas Parks and Wildlife Deparient
Wildlife Division - Diversity Program
3000 South N 35
Ausdn.TX 78704

Dear Ms. Brancel-Bmwix:

a n qe..nwt Univ

13W

Th._ Ts

(28?) fl$429J

at fall C4EUJI

nhe

Thank you for faxing the Annotated County List of Rare Species for Bmzoria County in
response cc our telephone conversation of Tuesday, July 25. We would appreciate
receiving a comparable list for Fort bend County.

I have enclosed a set of the following ten USGS quadrangles covering our study area:
• Richmond
• Needvifie

Guy
Damon
West Columbia
Sweeny
Brazoda
Cedar Lane, NE
Jones Creek
Freepon

These are provided, as we had discussed, for you to mark the areas of sensitive species
and natural communities within our study area. An overall composite map, at a smaller
scale, is provided to give you an overall view of our study area.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

HNTB CORPORATION

Richard P. McGuck CEP
Senior Environmental Planner
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Mr. Richard McGucken
HT1TB Corporation
100 Glenborough Drive, Suite 1300
Houston, Texas 77067-3611

ENCAr *NCCLU. rn.
VIczcNAIMAM. MIDLAND

Dear Mr. McGucken:,lowN AVII.A JF4.
tow? WoKTh

This letter is in response to your information request, dated July 26,2000, for manped occurrences of rare, threatened and endangered speciesALVIN

included in the Texas Biological and Conservation Data System (BCD) forthe below listed US Geological Survey topographic quadrangles (quads) inDAaAi
Brazoria and Fan Bend counties.Oa—.vc 0 RAJO,

LAn no

Given the small proportion of public versus private land in Texas, the BCDdoes not include a representative inventory of rare resources in the state.Although it is based on the best data available to TPWD regarding rarespecies, the data from the BCD do not provide a definitive statement as tothe presence, absence, or condition of special species, naturalcommunities, or other significant feanires within your project area. Thesedata cannot substitute for an on-site evaluation by your qualifiedbiologists. The BCD information is intended to assist you in avoidingharm to species that may occur on your site.

Richmond — no records
Needvifie — no records
Guy — no records
Damon — 3 records
West Columbia — 8 records
Sweeny — 2 records
Brazoria — 6 records
Cedar Lane, NE —4 records
Jones Creek - 10 records
Freeport — 11 records lone not yet available in printout format)

Printouts for the above occurrence records are included for your planningreference. Please do not include species occurrence printouts in yourdraft or final documents. Because some species are especiallysensitive to collection or harassment, these records are for yourreference only.

Because the BCD does not include a representative inventory of rareresources in the state, please refer to the county lists as other rare speciescould be present in your project areas depending upon habitat availability.

_________—

At this time, we do not provide photocopies or manual copies of quads.daGo fl4ITh SCNOOL OA0
4USTW4 nAS ;nea.201

, .ini C’n’tr.’.t :,t’n,, Inns, a,,,) - ziIwr,W ‘m”inzv ,J itw5 •,r :hv—, tpwn 5rnl* It tat
‘In I,Id ‘fltn.WILpI( :)n.nI jut,l ‘,a.,n, -:— ‘w’nhIt’ .‘Is:

May 1,2002
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Mr. RichaM Mcthacken, HNTB
Fan Bend S Brazcña Coundes Study Area
Page 2

Though our omce is open to the public and you are welcome to come in tomanually copy our maps. Also, per our April 22, 2002 telephoneconversation, enclosed are county lists for Harris and the surroundingcounties.

Please contact us if you have any questions or need additional assistanceat (512) 912-7011.

Sincerely,

Celeste Brancel-Brown, Environmental Review CoordinatorWildlife Habitat Assessment Program, Wildlife Division
Threatened and Endangered Species

Enclosures (2)
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Texas P,rks & Wildlife
Annonted County l.as of Rare Species
ORT BEND COUNTY, contd

Plains Spatted Skunk (Spiog-.de putorius inteimpta) - catholic; npcn F.clds, pr-aides,croplasds, Fencc rots-s, &rmyards, forest cdgn, and woodlands; prcfcrs wooded,brushy aruas and tifigrass pone

m REPTILESTe,cis Caner Snake (Thanznophà sinah. nweaens) - wet or moist m:crohabirars areconducive to the wccic, occutrence, but is not nccessaniy rtsiced to then;h:bcnares underground or in or under suthce :cver; breeds March-AugustTttzs Homed Lizard (Pbty-nosoma conu:zzm) - open, arid and sen-and regions withsparse vegetation, including gress, Cactus. scattered brush or scrubby rvets; soil mayvar a’ ccxmite (rain swdy ici rucky; burruws sito sail, enters rodcnt I:unziws. orhides under rock when mcuve; brads March-SeptemberTirnbcr/Canebrake Rattlrsuake (Cmea/us hn&daa) - swamps. fiocdpr.us. upL-31d pr.eand deciduous woodlard. npzran zones, abandoned farmland; hmrsone bkz&Ei,sandy soiL or black day; prttcrii densc ground covet, te. çxpcvIncs Ut

VASCULAR PL4NTSCorkwood (Lciaaia Bondana) - small, spriny-bnnched, dioecicus, dccxluous ,ihruij qr5rn211 tree; fonts thickets of sticklike erect stems, the diameter of each it base rarelyto 12cr 23 ar. found in narrow zone between brackish marsh and conguouscoastal ptne-hardwnnd; hnck,sh or freshwater swamps or thkkers; flowers in springxas prgirie dawn (flpncnoxys texans) - cndcmic; in poorly drained depressions orhaze Dfwi’na mounda irt open grasslands or almost barren areas on slightly salinesods; flowering March-eary Apr]

List ILyisiun:
Page 2 of 2

I o/29/9

F1-J-41 5mw
Staazs Sratus

LE,LT
l’J!,PT

E/SAJ/SA -

Cl
DL,PDI. -

-

“blank” -

Federally lined Esic&angcrcd/Thrcazened
Federally Proposed Endangered/Threatened
Federally Endangered!Thrtened by Simiiadrj of Apoeannce
Fedenl Candidate, Caregcrj 1; information stpcorzs prDposl.-g to Ust :s e;dar.gered/threarencdFcdcr4ly Dtlisted/Proncsed Deisted
Stare Endangcred/Thrntened
Rare, but with no regubtotv liiting stiws

Species appewiugon these lists do not all shin the same probability ofoaaatrnce. Some species amnz4ganss or wintcdng residents only, or may be hinodc orconsidacd exthpand.

C

1

U

ELii
0
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1c,cns Parks & Wiidhfc TsstRjt—jio; 10/29/99Annotated County Us of R.ire Species Page 1 o12

FORT BEND COUNTY
&dcrjj State
Status Status

— AMPHIBIANS ‘‘
Houston Toad (Bale hoasronensã) - endemic; species sandy substrate, w-iter in pocis. IL Eephemeral oools, stock tnks: breeds in spnng especially after rains; burrows in soil

when nacnve; breeds Fthraryjune; associated with scis ci the SpartA, Ca-nzo,
Goliad, Quccr. City, RerLaw, Weche,, mci Willis geologic fonnaänr.s

BERDS
Arctic Pacgñne Falcon (FalcopercgWnus nindrius) - due it; similar field chractensncs. DY.rre’at all Peregrine Fakons as Federal listed Endangered; potential migrant
Anwata’s Greater Pnidc-chickn (Tgnpanucbus nzpido arrnren) - this county r.r.

within hisronc nnge: endemic; open prairies of mosth thick grass one :o three leer
tail; from ucur ca evei to 200 Eta along coastal plain on upper two-thirds of Tccascasr, mslcs form communal display &ocb during late winter-early spnn booming
grounds important; brccding Pebnnq-July

Bald Eagle (Haliaeerus Jeucocephaias) - found pnxtarily near sncoas, nven, and large Li-PD!. Tlakes; nest in till btcs or on nor waxcr Communally roost, espec:ally in
winter; hunts ivc prey, scavenges, and pirates food from other birds

Eskimo Curlew (Numenfiss borealis) — nonbreedmgt grasslands, pastures, plowed helds. i.E F.2nd kc Frt.qucnrly. marshes and mudflacsC enslow’s Spanow (Ainmadesmas hensJowil - wintering individuals (nut flccks found
in weedy flelds or cut-aver areas where 103 of hunch grasses occur along with vines
kind brambles; a key cornpc)ner.t is bare ground For running/waflcng likely to occur,
but few records within this count-i

Mournain Plover (ChAndritsa man ranus) - shortgnss plains and plowed fields (hart, din
fields); primarily insectivorous; winter resident in this area

White-faced Ibis (Pkg3&s chili’) - prefers freshwater marshes, sloughs. and ir€gircd dcc
Relds, lint w’l attend brackish and saltnerhabinrs; nests in marshes, in law trees,
cm the ground in bdnxihe or reeds, or on fearing mats

White-tailed Hawk (Burea aIbic2udanss) - nir coast on prairies. cordgtiss t)a, and
scrub-live oak; further inland on pnitics, mesquite and oak sarunnas. and mixed
avanna-chapanii; breeding March-May

Whooping Crane (Gins sn7cn’czna) - potential migrant LIZ EWood Stork (Myaeda americana) - forages in prairie ponds, flooded pasmies or Relds, Tditches, and other simlicw standing water, including ait-warer usually rccsrs
communally in rail snags, some es assocabon with other wadin. SLrd Q.c. active
heronnes); brc:ds in Mexico and birds move into Gulf Swtt in search of mud flats
and other wetlands, even thosc associated with Forested areas; formedy nested in
iexa, but no hrceding records since 1960

MAI’iIThLkLS
Black Bear (Un-us smencanus) - due to sImilar 5efd chanetensncs, treat all east xa 175Abiack Scars. fdenil and ‘4ntc listed Threatencd: hc,rnrniand ),ardwoc,Js r.std rge

:nccs ci inaccessible Forested weac

C Louisiana Black Ben (Urns’s arneriC3.fluS Juicy/us) - possinic as trans:enz; hortnrniar.d Lihardwoods and argc tracts oi tnaceessihlc forested areas
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September 1, 2000 -.

Ms. Kathy Boydston
Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
4200 Smith School Road
Austin. TX 78744

RE: Spur 10 from CS 59(S) in Rosenberg, to SN 36 in Fort Bend County;SR 36 from FM 2218 in Pleak. Fort Bend Count to FM 1495 in Freepon,Brazoria County
Preliminary Resource Agency Field Visit

Dear Ms. Boydston:

On behalf of the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), FThTB would like toinitiate early coordination with the Texas Parks and Wildlife Deparmient (TPWD) for theabove referenced project The proposed improvements will widen the existing two-lanefacility to a four-lane facility from US 59(S) in Rosenberg, to FM 1495 in Freepon, adistance of approximately 57 miles. The Spur 10 portion of the project, south ofRosenberg to existing SR 36, is proposed on new location and is approximately 5 milesin lenwth.

We respectfully request a representative of your agency attend a preliminary resourcea2ency field visit. HNTh has scheduled the following two days for site visits:

Wednesday, September 27, 2000
Thursday, September 28, 2000

Each field visit will begin at 10:00 A.M. and is expected to last all thy. We will meet atthe Rosenberg Civic and Convention Center, located at 3825 Highway 36 South.

A vicinity map of the project area is included with this letter. We would appreciate yourattendance at the field visit to offer any information which may assist with projectenvironmental planning. To confirm your attendance or for additional information, pleasefeel call me or Ms. Heather Niles at 281-875-9292.

0



Ms. Kathy Boydston
Page 2

Sincerely,

HNTh CORPORATION

Debbie C. Taylor-Manager
Environmental Planning Department

DCF/hln

Attachment: Vicinity Map

Cc; Ms. Robin Steny- TxDOT Environmental
File #31863-005-001
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Ms. Kathy Boydszon
Wildlife Habitat Assessment Proca
Texas Parks and Wildlife De:anzcc
4200 Smith School Road
Austin. TX 78744

RE: SpurlOiState way 3d Wetland Delineation Panici;afion

Dear Ms. Boydszon:

Curendv. t-2JB is in the data collection chase for the Environmental Assessztenz of the
roadway improvements to State Highway 36 (5K 36) from FM 2218 hi Pleat Fort Bend
County to FM 1495 in Freepor., Brazoda County. HNTB would like to invite ‘‘ou or a
representative of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to join us at your convenience
during the wetland delineation of this project. WJB will begin the wetland delineation on
Monday. March 5. 2001 at the southen end of the project, just north of the Brazos River
Diversion Channel bridge, and work northward along SF1 36. The wetland delineation is
expected to take approximately 6-8 weeks.

()
lfvou wish to participate, please noti HNTB in advance of the day you wish to visit the site
so ‘.bat we can coordinate the time and place to meet.

A location ma of the croject alinment is inc!uded with this leter. We would welcome your
attendance and input during the wetland delineation to offer any information which may
assist this process. To continn your attendance or for additional information, please feet call
me or Ms. Heather Sues at 832—601-2000.

Sincerely,

HNTh CORPORATION

%eL C.
Debbie C. Taylor-Manager
Environmental P!anning Denanment

DCT: bin

Ar.achment: Viciniw Mao

Cc: San Panerscr.- TxDOT Enviroit’nenzal
Fiie 3 1863-005-00:
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Mr. Reger Gonzalez
Project Manager
Texas Department ofTransportation
P.O. Box 1386
Houston,TVX 77251-1386

RECEIVED
MAR 2 8 2005

Re: SI! 36: Jones Creek to 0.2 mile north of the Brazos River Diversion
Channel; CS3: 0188-06-046

The Texas Department of Transportation (flDOl) proposes to upgrade SN36 and Spur 10 (HartledgelGerken Road) from US 59 in Fort Bend County toFM 1495 in Brazoña County. The proposed improvements are intended toincrease safety, access, and mobility for the transportation ofpeople andcommercial goods in coastal areas dining emergency situations.

Although the proposed highway improvements would not encroach onto thePeach Paint Wildlife Management Area (WMA) property, TXDOT proposesto consflct a floodplain detention pond within a construction easementlocated adjacent to Jones Creek on Texas Parks and Wildlife Department(TPWD) property at the WMA. TxDOT has worked with TPWD to develop adesign for the detention pond that would improve wildlife opportunities whilealso meeting the floodplain mitigation needs. The detention pond ndd beoperated by TPWD and would serve to enhmice the waterfowl roasting areashi the WMA as well as providing flood storage capacity.

In coordination with the environmental assessment process, TPWD agreeswith the detention pond design concept presented in ThDOrs DraftSection4(f) Evaluation. We appreciate the opportunity to work with TxDOT on thishighway hu1novement project

Sincerely,
C—

\ a.%zacz_c
Todd Matmhrm, PKD.
Project Leader, Central Coast Welnndc Ecosystem Project
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onm unitSeptember 1, 2000

Mr. W.M. Von-Maszcwsld, Chairman
Fort Bend County Historical Commission
George Memorial Library
1001 GolMew Drive
Richmond, TX 77469-5 199

RE: Spur [0 from US 59(5) in Rosenberg, to SH 36 in Fort Bend County;SH 36 from FM 2218 in Pleak, Fort Bend County to FM 1495 in Freeport,Brazoria County
Preliminary Resource Agency Field Visit

Dear Mr. Maszewski:

On behalf of the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), HNTB would like Lainitiate early coordination with the local Texas Historical Commission (ThC) for theabove referenced project. The proposed improvements will widen the existing two-Janefacility to a four-lane facility from US 59(S) in Rosenberg, to FM 1495 in Freeport, adistance of approximately 57 miles. The Spur 10 portion of the project, south ofRosenberg to existing SH 36, is proposed on new location and is approximately 5 milesin length.

We respectfully request a representative of your agency attend a preliminary resourceagency field visit. HNTB has scheduled the following two days for site visits:

Wednesday, September 27, 2000
Thursday, September 28, 2000

Each field visit will begin at 10:00 A.M. and is expected to last all day. We will meet atthe Rosenberg Civic and Convention Center, located at 3825 Highway 36 South.
A vicinity map of the project area is included with this letter. We would appreciate yourattendance at the field visit to offer any information which may assist with projectenvironmental planning. To confirm your attendance or for additional information, pleasefeel call me or Ms. Heather Niles at 281-875-9292.
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Mr. W. M. Von-Maszewski
Page 2

Sincerely,

HNTB CORPORATION

Debbie C. Taylor-Manager
EnvironmeTltal Planning Department

OCT/bin

Attachment: Vicinity Map

Cc: Ms. Robin Sterry- TxDOT Environmental
File #3 1S63-OO5-OO1

C
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September12. 2000

FILE COPY
F’s .Z3IIC.JUJI

Mr. W.M. ‘von-Maszewska. I_hair-man
Fort Bend County Historical Commission
George Menorial Libnr’
1001 GolMew Drive
Richmond, TX 77469-5199

Re: Spur 10 from US 59(S) in Rosenber2, to SM 36 in Fort Bend County;
SH 36 from FM 1S in Pleat Fort Bend County to FM 1495 in Freeport, Bmzoda
Coun tv.

CSJS: or-05-018, 0133-02-0:9, O13S-O3-09, 0133-04-035.
0lS3_0L_025, 0138-05-027. 0138-06-046, otl :-&ioo

Dear Mr. Vcn-Maszewski:

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is in the process of obtaining envircr.mental
approval for rvadway improvements on State Highway 36 (SN 36) from US 59(5) in Rosenberg,
Fort Bend County. to FM 1495 in Freeport, Brazer-ia County, Texas. SM 36 currently consists of
a two-lane facility, and is proposed for expansion to a four-lane Facility. The total project length
is approximately 57 miles. The portions of the project under your purview extend from Spur tO at
US 59(S) in Rosenberg to SM 36 in Pleak, and then from SH 36 at R[22.S in Pleak to the Fort
Bend/Brazoria County line. The Spur 10 portion will be constructed on new location. SM 36
from FM 2218 to the county line will require up to 150 et of new right-of-way. The attached
vicinity map indicates the location of the proposed project route including the study area for the
Spur to portion of the project.

Your knowledge concerning the location of any historically or archaeologically siznificanc
properties in the subject area which might be eligible for inclusion, or under nomination to. the
National Register of Historic Places wiH be appreciated.

If additional information is desired, please contactrne. Ms. Barbara Casdile or Ms. Heather Niles
at 281-875-9:9:.

Sincerely,
EW4Th Corporation

,0441th
Debbie C. Taylor
Manager, Environmental Planning

DCT;hin
Actachmenr Vicinit Map
Cpy: File 31365-PL-005-0Ol
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.tn.eirn?h,pnnSeptember 1, 2000

Ms. Mane Beth Jones, Chairman
Brazoria County Historical Commission
200 E. Locust St. #8-B
Mgelton, TX 77515

RE: Spur 10 from US 59(5) in Rosenberg, to SR 36 in Fort Bend County;SR 36 from FM 2218 in Pleak, Fort Bend County to FM 1495 in Freepon,Bnzoria County
Preliminary Resource Agency Field Visit

Dear Ms. Jones:

On behalf of the Texas Depamitent of Transportation (TxDOT), HNTB would like toinitiate early coordination with the local Texas Historical Commission (THC) for theabove referenced project. The proposed improvements Will widen the existing two-lanefacility to a four-lane facility from US 59(S) in Rosenberg, to FM 1495 in Freeport, adistance of approximately 57 miles. The Spur 10 portion of the project, south ofRosenberg to existing SH 36, is proposed oa new location and is approximately 5 milesin length.

We rcspectfially request a representative of your agency attend a preliminary resourceagency field visit. HNTB has scheduled the following two days for site visits:

Wednesday, September 27, 2000
Thursday, September 28, 2000

Each field visit will begin at 10:00 A.M. and is expected to last all day. We will meet atthe Rosenberg Civic and Convention Cimter, located at 3825 Highway 36 South.

A vicinity map of the project area is included with this letter. We would appreciate yourattendance at the field visit to offer any information which may assist with projectenviromnentai planning. To confirm your attendance or for additional infonnadon, pleasefeel call me or Ms. Heather Niles at 281-875-9292.
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Ms. Marie Beth Jones
Page 2

Sincerely.

}ThTB CORPORATION

.

Debbie C. Taylor-Manager
Envimnmental Planning Depnnent

DCTThIn

Attachment: ViCinity Map

Cc: Ms. Robin Sterry- TxDOT Environmentai
File #31863-005-001
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September , 2000 FF1 L! CO1 *4.

Ms. Marie Beth Jones, Chairman
Bnzoria Count’, Historical Cmmissicn
200 E. Locust SL 3-B
Mgleton, t< 77515

Re: Spur U from US 59(5) in Rosenberg, to SM 36 in Fan Bend County:
SM 36 &om FM 2:18 in Pieak, For Bend County to FM 1495 in Freepor% BrazoriaCoun rv.

CSJS: O!r-03-0-’3. 0133-02-029. 0183-03-019, 0L88-04—035.
018S-0’-025, 0128-05-027, 0123-06-046, OL I -0S-I0U

Dear Ms. Jones:

The Tex3s Department of Transportation (TxDOT) is in the orocess at’ obtaining en’sironmentalapproval for roadway improvements on State Highway 36 (SM 36) from US 59(S) in Rosenberg,Fort Bend County, to FM 1495 in Freeport, Bnzoria County, Texas. SM 36 currently consists ofa two-lane facility, and is proposed for expansion to a four-lane cilicy. The total project lenath
i5 approximately 57 miles. The portions of the project under your purview extend from the FortBend/Bnzoria County line south to FM 1495 in Freeport. SM 36 from the county line to FM1495 will require up to 150 feet of new right-of-way. The attached vicinity map indicates thelocation of the proposed project route.

Your knowledge concerning the location of any historically or archaeclosically sivñflcantproperties in the subject area which might be eligible for inclusion. or under nomination to, theNational Rnfszer of Historic Places will be appreciated.

If additional infcrmazion is desired, please contactme, Ms. Barbara Castille or Ms. Heather Nijesax :81-875-9:9:.

Sincerely,
HNTB Corvontion

Debbie C. Taylor
Manager, Environmental P!anning

DCT. hin
Anachment: Vicinity Map
Copy: File 31 363-PL-OOS-00i
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,ttIrLDnrn,,nnSeptember 1, 2000

Mr. Gary McMahan
Texas General Land Office
LaPorte Division
11811 NorthDSt.
LaPorte, TX 77571

RE: Spur 10 from US 59(S) in Rosenberg, to SH 36 in Fan Bend County;SH 36 from FM 2218 in Pleak, For Bend County to FM 1495 in Freeport,Brazoria County
Preliminary Resource Agency Field Visit

Dear Mr. McMahan:

On behalf of the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), HNTB would like toinitiate early coordination with the local General Land Office (GLO) for the abovereferenced project. The proposed improvements will widen the existing two-lane facilityto a four-lane facility from US 59(S) in Rosenberg, to FM 1495 in Freeport a distance ofapproximately 57 miles, The Spur 10 portion of the project, south of Rosenberg toexisting SF1 36, is proposed on new location and is approximately 5 miles in length.

We respectfully request a representative of your agency attend a preliminary resourceagency field visit. HNTB has scheduled the following two days for site visits:

Wednesday, September 27, 2000
Thursday, September 28, 2000

Each field visit will begin at 10:00 A.M. and is expected to last all thy. We will meet atthe Rosenberg Civic and Convention Center, locatcd at 3825 Highway 36 South.

A vicinity map of the project area is included with this letter. We would appreciate yourattendance at the field visit to offer any information which may assist with projectenvironmental planning. To confirm your attendance or for additional information, pleasefeel call me or Ms. Heather NHes at 281-875-9292.
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Mr. Gaiy McMuhan
Page 2

Sincerely,

HNTB CORPORATION

Debbie C. Taylor-Manager
Environmental Planning Department

DCT/hln

Attachment: Vicinity Map

Cc: Ms. Robin Stony- TxDOT Environmental
File 4 31863-005-001



September 1, 2000

Mr. Rusty Swafford and
Ms. Heather Young
Research Fishery Biologists
National Marine Fisheries Service
Habitat Conservation Division
4700 Avenue U
Galveston, TX 7755 1.5997

RE: Spur 10 horn US 59(S) in Rosenberg, to SN 36 in Fort Bend CounLy;
SH 36 from fT 2218 in Pleak, Fan Bend County to FM 1495 in Freeport,
Brazoria County
Preliminary Resource Agency Field Visit

Dear Mr. Swafford & Ms. Young:

On behalf of the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOI’). HNTB would like to
initiate early coordination with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for the
above referenced project. The proposed improvements will widen the existing two-lane
facility to a four-lane facility from US 59(S) in Rosenberg, to FM 1495 in Freeport, a
distance of approximately 57 miles. The Spur 10 portion of the project, south of
Rosenberg to existing SH 36, is proposed on new location and is approximately 5 miles
in length.

We respectfully request a representative of your agency attend a preliminary resource
agency field visit. HNTh has scheduled the following two days for site visits:

Each field visit will begin at 10:00 A.?t. and is expected to last all day. We will meet at
the Rosenberg Civic and Convention Center, located at 3825 Highway 36 South.

A vicinity map of the project area is included with this letter. We would appreciate your
attendance at the field visit to offer any infontiation which may assist with project
environmental planning. To confirm your attendance or for additional information, please
feel call me or Ms. Heather Niles at 231-875-9292.
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Wedncsday, September 27, 2000
Thursday, September 28, 2000
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Mr. Rusty Swafford
Ms. Hcatbcr Young
Page 2

Sincerely,

FC4TB CORPORATION

4oace
Debbie C. Taylor-Manager
Environmental Planning Department

DCT/hln

Attachment: Vicinity Map

Cc: Ms. Robin Sterry- TxDOT Environmental
File #31863-005-001
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September 1, 2000

Mr. Leonard Spearman, Jr., Reonal Director
Houston Region
Texas Namral Resource Conservation Commission
5425 Polk Ave., Ste. H
Houston, TX 77023-1486

RE: Spur 10 from US 59(S) in Rosenberg, to SF136 in Fort Bend Counnç
SW 36 from FM 2218 in Pleak, Fort Bend County to FM 1495 in Freeport,
Brazoña County
Preliminary Resource Agency Field Visit

Dear Mr. Spearman:

On behalf of the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), HNTB would like to
initiate early coordination with the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission
(TNRCC) for the above referenced project. The proposed improvements will widen the
existing two-lane facility to a four-lane facility from US 59(5) in Rosenberg, to FM 1495
in Freeport, a distance of approximately 57 miles. The Spur 10 portion of the project, (1)south of Rosenberg to existing SW 36, is proposed on new location and is approximately
5 miles in length.

We respectfully request a representative of your agency attend a preliminary resource
agency field visit. 1{NTB has scheduled the following two days for site visits:

Wednesday, September 27, 2000
Thursday, September 23, 2000

Each field visit will begin at 10:00 A.M. and is expected to last all day. We will meet at
the Rosenberg Civic and Convention Center, located at 3825 Highway 36 South.

A vicinity map of the project area is included with this letter. We would appreciate your
attendance at the field visit to offer any information which may assist with project
environmental planning. To confirm your attendance or for additional infonnation, please
feel caLl me or Ms. Heather Niles at 281-875-9292.

C
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT CF COL’IMERCS
National Oceuilc and An’naupbarfa Adminlatratlon
NATIONAL MAPINE ISHEES S€VtE

Southeast Regional Office
9721 &cecufive Center Drive N.
St Petersburg, Florida 33702

/
Mr. Pat Henry, P.E.
Director of Project Development
Houston Disthct
Texas Deparunent of Transportation
P.O. Box 1386
Houston, Texas 77251-1386

February 10, 2003
.me

RECEIVED

FEB 13 2003
0?’!

°eroN MAILOP€’

/

Dear Mr. Henry:

The National Marine Fisheries Service has received the plans for the proposed roadway
improvements along State Highway 36 from Rosenberg, Texas to Freeport Texas. According to
your Essential Fish Habitat (EPH) Assessment, the proposed project will not adversely impact EPH
or associated Federally managed species. Based upon rnw review of the supporting information
provided, we concur with the findings of your EFU Assessment The consultation procedures
outlined in 50 CFR Section 600.920 of the regulation to impletnent the EFH provisions of theMagnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act have been satisfied. Therefofe, nofiinher consultation is required for this action.

If we may be of further assistance, please contact Mr. Rusty Swafford of our GaWeston Facility at(409) 766-3699.

Sincerely,

a
Rickey N. Ruebsamen
Acting Assistant Regional Administrator
Habitat Conservadon Division




