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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) Lubbock District proposes to construct Segments 1
and 2 of Loop 88 in Lubbock County, Texas. The proposed project would construct a controlled access
facility consisting of a six-lane divided freeway (three lanes in each direction) with two-lane frontage
roads, associated ramps and grade separated diamond intersections. Segment 1 of Loop 88 begins
at the United States Highway (US) 84 and Farm-to-Market (FM) 264 1 intersection and generally follows
FM 2641, then curves southward to follow County Road (CR) 1300 (Research Boulevard), where it
then connects with Segment 2 at State Highway (SH) 114. Segment 2 of Loop 88 begins at the
CR 1300/SH 114 intersection and generally follows CR 1300 to the south, before curving towards the
southwest then back to the southeast to connect with the US 62/82 intersection and the beginning of
Segment 3. The two segment designations are for construction phasing purposes. The logical termini
for this project are US 84 to the north to US 62/82 to the south (Figures 1 and 2 in Appendix A).
Construction limits for the project are at US 84 and 0.5 mile northwest of US 62/82. The project length
is approximately 16.05 miles.

The purpose of this Environmental Assessment (EA) is to study the potential environmental
consequences of the proposed project and determine whether such consequences warrant
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The EA has been prepared to comply with
TxDOT'’s environmental review rules and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This EA was
made available for public review, and TxDOT considered all comments submitted from the public
hearing comment period. If TXDOT determines there are no significant adverse effects, a finding of no
significant impact (FONSI) will be issued and made available to the public. Project location maps are
provided as Figures 1 and 2 in Appendix A. Representative photographs of the project area are
included in Appendix B. The current engineering schematic and layout of the proposed project are
included in Appendix C. Figure 3 in Appendix D provides the proposed typical sections. Plan and
Program Excerpts are included in Appendix E. Resource specific maps are provided in Appendix F.
Documentation of Agency Coordination is provided in Appendix G.

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.1 Existing Facility

Portions of the proposed project follow existing transportation facilities. From the northern
construction limit, the project intermittently follows FM 2641 for approximately 4.26 miles. The existing
FM 2641 is a two-lane undivided roadway with one lane in each direction. The project then
intermittently follows CR 1300 south for approximately 8.33 miles. The existing CR 1300 is an
unimproved dirt road approximately 20 feet wide. The remainder of the proposed project is on new
location.

2.2 Proposed Project

TxDOT Lubbock District is proposing to construct Loop 88 from US 84 to US 62/82 in Lubbock County,
Texas. For Segment 1, the frontage roads would start at US 84 while the mainlanes would begin
approximately 0.97 mile west of US 84. Segment 2 would end approximately 0.48 mile northwest of
US 62/82. The proposed improvements would include constructing a six-lane divided freeway, three
lanes in each direction, with two-lane frontage roads in each direction. The proposed mainlanes would
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consist of six 12-foot-wide travel lanes with 10-foot-wide outside shoulders and 11-foot-wide inside
shoulders. The proposed frontage roads consist of two 12-foot-wide travel lanes with 8-foot-wide
outside shoulders and 4-foot-wide inside shoulders. The proposed right-of-way (ROW) width is 400 feet.

The proposed project would require approximately 850.08 acres of proposed ROW, and approximately
96.22 acres for drainage purposes.

The control-section-job (CSJ) number associated with the proposed project (Loop 88 Segments 1&2)
is 1502-02-002; the parent CSJ for the Loop 88 project from US 84 (Shallowater) to US 84 (Slaton) is
1502-01-033. Federal regulations require that federally funded transportation projects have logical
termini [23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) §771.111(f)(1)]. Simply stated, this means that a
project must have rational beginning and end points. Those end points may not be created simply to
avoid proper analysis of environmental impacts. In accordance with 23 CFR §771.111(f)(1), the logical
termini of the project have been defined as the major crossroads of US 84 to the north and US 62/82
to the south.

Federal regulations require that a project has independent utility and be a reasonable expenditure
even if no other transportation improvements are made in the area [23 CFR §771.111(f)(2)]. This
means a project must be able to provide benefit by itself, and that the project not compel further
expenditures to make the project useful. Stated another way, a project must be able to satisfy its
purpose and need with no other projects being built. Because the proposed project stands alone, it
does not irretrievably commit federal funds for other future transportation projects and provides
improved mobility between US 84 and US 62/82 in anticipation of increased population and traffic
volume by providing a north-south corridor; therefore, it has been determined that the project has
independent utility.

Federal law prohibits a project from restricting consideration of alternatives for other reasonably
foreseeable transportation improvements [23 CFR §771.1141(f)(3)]. This means that a project must
not dictate or restrict any future roadway alternatives. The proposed project would not predetermine
or preclude future work on the proposed Loop 88 and would not restrict the consideration of future
transportation improvements. The proposed project would provide a north-south corridor to
accommodate for increased population and traffic volume and would maintain access to cross streets.
The current engineering schematic of the proposed project is included in Appendix C, and proposed
typical sections are provided on Figure 3 in Appendix D.

The proposed project is included in the 2019-2022 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) and Lubbock Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)'s 2012-2040 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP). The proposed project would be funded with state and federal estimated at
$13.6 million, for preliminary engineering only (Appendix E).
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3.0 PURPOSE AND NEED

3.1 Need

The proposed project is needed because the current infrastructure does not meet current design
standards and lacks sufficient capacity to adequately support the projected increased traffic and
population growth.

3.2 Supporting Facts and/or Data

In 2010, TxDOT conducted a feasibility study of southern and western Lubbock County in response to
increased development and projected traffic growth in these areas (TxDOT 2010). The study
determined growth projections indicated this trend would continue in the foreseeable future. According
to the U.S. Census Bureau and the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB), the populations in
Lubbock County and local cities are anticipated to increase from approximately 15 and up to almost
200 percent from 2000 to 2050, as shown in Table 1 below.

Table 1. Population Growth

2000* 2010* 2020** 2030** 2040** 2050**
Lubbock County 242,628 | 278,831 | 309,769 | 343,977 | 378,320 | 414,938
Percent increase from 2000 - 14.92% | 27.26% | 41.77% | 55.93% | 71.02%
City of Lubbock 199,564 | 229,573 | 255,257 | 283,597 | 312,043 | 342,371
Percent increase from 2000 - 15.04% | 27.91% | 42.11% | 56.36% | 71.56%
City of Shallowater 2,086 2,484 2,817 3,188 3,658 3,951
Percent increase from 2000 - 19.08% | 35.04% | 52.83% | 70.57% | 89.41%
City of Wolfforth 2,554 3,670 4,577 5,577 6,569 7,614
Percent increase from 2000 - 43.70% | 79.21% | 118.36% | 157.20% | 198.12%

*Data from US Census Bureau (2010)

**Data from TWDB (2019)

The TxDOT feasibility study used a Lubbock MPO travel demand model that concluded vehicle miles
of travel (VMT) in the area would also increase from approximately 4.5 million miles per day in 2000
to approximately 6.4 million miles per day in 2030, an approximately 42 percent increase due to
population growth and development (TxDOT 2010).

3.3 Purpose

The purpose of the proposed project (the Build Alternative) is to improve transportation infrastructure
to current design standards and improve mobility in western and southern Lubbock County.
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4.0 ALTERNATIVES
4.1 Build Alternative

The Build Alternative, as described in Section 2.2, would provide a six-lane north-south corridor in the
western Lubbock area with two-lane frontage roads. The Build Alternative would meet the need and
purpose of the project by upgrading the facility to meet current design standards and improving
mobility in the western Lubbock area.

4.2 No-Build Alternative

Under the No-Build Alternative, the existing facilities would operate as they currently do and normal
maintenance activities would continue. There would be no substantial adverse environmental impacts
associated with this alternative. However, the No-Build Alternative would not meet current design
standards and would not improve mobility; therefore, it would not address the need and purpose of
the proposed project. The Build Alternative is the preferred alternative; however, the No-Build
Alternative is carried forward in this EA to provide a baseline for comparison to the Build Alternative.

4.3 Preliminary Alternatives Analysis

A feasibility study was conducted to determine if an outer route around the city of Lubbock would be
feasible and, if so, to develop alternative corridors. Three alternative corridors were developed and a
preferred viable alternative corridor was identified. See Insert 1 for a map of the alternative corridors
that were developed. An outer route was determined feasible and needed to address future
transportation needs. The three alternative corridors were evaluated, and two alternative corridors
(the red and blue alternatives in Insert 1) were recommended for further study in a route study
(TxDOT 2010).

The route study was conducted to identify a preferred alternative alighment using the alternative
corridors identified in the feasibility study, and to determine the building prioritization of the outer
route segments (TxDOT 2014c). The outer route alignments were evaluated using engineering and
environmental criteria and public input. After receiving public input, a preferred route was developed
and presented to the public. See Figures 1 and 2 in Appendix A for the final route alignment. This
alternative will be evaluated in the remainder of the document and will be referred to as the proposed
“Build Alternative.” The potential impacts to the environment for this alternative are described in the
next section.
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Insert 1. Lubbock Outer Route Alternative Corridors

LUBBOCK
| OUTER ROUTE

Legend

- Red Corridor Alternative

Il 5iu¢ Corridor Attemative

- Green Corridor Alternative
"] county Boundaries

City Limit Boundaries

Railroad

2 Miles

AMACTEC 72
Source: TxDOT 2010
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5.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
In support of this EA, the following technical reports and forms were prepared:

e Scope Development Tool

e Project Description Memorandum

e Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report Form

e Archeological Background Study Form

e Archeological Survey Report (will be prepared once surveys are completed)
e Project Coordination Request (PCR) for Historical Studies Project Form
e Historical Studies Research Design Reconnaissance Survey

e Historic Resources Survey Report (HRSR)

e Water Resources Technical Report

e Biological Evaluation Form

e Tier 1 Site Assessment Form

e Hazardous Materials Initial Site Assessment (ISA) Form

o Traffic Noise Analysis Technical Report

e |ndirect and Cumulative Impacts Technical Report

e Documentation of Public Meetings

These technical reports and forms, maps showing the project location and design, and other
information regarding the project are on file and available for inspection and may be copied upon
request at the TxDOT Lubbock District Office. A Public Hearing Summary Report has been prepared is
on file at the TxDOT Lubbock District Office.

51 Right-of-Way/Displacements

The Build Alternative would require approximately 850.08 acres of proposed ROW and approximately
96.22 acres for drainage. See Appendix C for the project schematic to see where ROW would be
required. The proposed project would result in potential displacements, subject to final design
considerations. See Figures 4.1 and 4.2 in Appendix F for the location of potential displacements. The
proposed project would potentially impact 12 residential properties; however, it was determined that
comparable residential properties are available within the study area (see Figure 4.1 in Appendix F).
ROW acquisition and relocation would be conducted in accordance with the Federal Uniform
Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Uniform Act).

The No-Build Alternative would not require the acquisition of ROW, nor would it result in relocations.
5.2 Land Use

The proposed project is located in western Lubbock County, Texas. The city of Shallowater is located
north of the northern terminus, the city of Lubbock is located west of the overall project area, and the
city of Wolfforth is located southeast of the southern terminus. The surrounding land use is primarily
agricultural, with scattered residential and commercial developments, along with undeveloped areas.
Development is concentrated near the center of the alignment near SH 114 and near the southern
terminus, near US 62/82. Converting undeveloped or agricultural land to be used for transportation
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uses could result in development adjacent to the proposed roadway, especially near major
intersections. Induced growth impacts are addressed more in Section 5.15, Induced Growth.

The No-Build Alternative would not result in changes to land use.
53 Farmlands

The proposed project would convert farmland subject to the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) to
a nonagricultural, transportation use. However, the combined scores of the relative value of the
farmland on the FPPA Form NRCS-CPA 106 were 142. The FPPA law states a rating of less than 160
would not require further consideration for protection nor additional evaluation (Appendix G). The
National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) encouraged the use of accepted erosion control
methods during the construction of the project. Therefore, coordination with the NRCS for the FPPA is
considered complete for the Build Alternative.

The No-Build Alternative would not require coordination with the NRCS.
5.4 Utilities/Emergency Services

Several utilities (including water, telephone, and overhead and underground electrical) may require
adjustments or relocations as a result of the proposed project. Adjustment or relocation of these and
other utilities would be addressed in the ROW acquisition process and would be conducted so that no
substantial interruption in service would occur. When displaced utilities are relocated within TxDOT
ROW, the relocation of those utilities is included as part of the transportation project for purposes of
environmental review. However, when displaced utilities are relocated outside of TxDOT ROW, the
relocation of those utilities is not included as part of the transportation project for purposes of
environmental review.

The Build Alternative would result in the loss of east/west emergency access at some intersections;
however, access would be provided by way of frontage roads and U-turns at specified intersections
with grade separations. These changes would result in increased travel times; however, the proposed
project is anticipated to improve overall mobility and north/south access throughout the study area.
Temporary detours and changes in emergency access could occur during construction; however,
access to all adjacent properties would be maintained throughout construction of the project.
Emergency responders may be required to travel farther to access an intersection east/west with
through access across Loop 88; however, the proposed improvements are anticipated to enhance
mobility, operational efficiency, and provide more direct north/south access throughout the project
area, allowing for improved north/south travel times for emergency responders. The proposed project
is not anticipated to substantially affect travel times for emergency responders. TxDOT will coordinate
with the West Carlisle Volunteer Fire Department and other emergency responders throughout
construction of the proposed project.

The No-Build Alternative would not impact existing utilities. Traffic volume is expected to increase
under the No-Build Alternative due to projected traffic and population increases; therefore, emergency
response time could increase under this alternative.
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5.5 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

There are currently no sidewalks or bike lanes provided along the existing roadways. The proposed
project would provide pedestrian and bicycle facilities throughout the project area by constructing new
sidewalks and providing an outside shoulder along the frontage roads that could be used as a bike
lane. The proposed improvements will comply with TxDOT's policy for bicycle and pedestrian
accommodation and with the US Department of Transportation Policy Statement on Bicycle and
Pedestrian Accommodation (March 11, 2010).

The No-Build Alternative would not result in impacts or benefits to bicycle or pedestrian facilities.

5.6 Community Impacts

The Loop 88 Segments 1 & 2 Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report Form, dated
October 2019, concluded that the Build Alternative would result in 12 residential displacements,
access and travel pattern changes, and impacts to community cohesion. Residents from the 12
displaced residential properties are anticipated to be able to relocate within the community (see
Figures 4.1 and 4.2 in Appendix F). The proposed project is anticipated to result in changes to vehicular
access and travel patterns within the adjacent communities. The proposed project would result in the
loss of east/west access at some intersections; however, access would be provided by way of frontage
roads and U-turns at specified intersections with grade separations. These changes would result in
increased travel times; however, the proposed project is anticipated to improve overall mobility and
north/south access throughout the study area. The project would also include construction of
sidewalks and shoulders along the frontage roads, which would improve pedestrian and bicyclist
mobility. Access to adjacent properties would be maintained throughout the duration of the proposed
project. Community cohesion would be impacted due to the proposed improvements eliminating
through movements at certain intersections along the proposed Loop 88 alignment, which would
require drivers to travel farther to intersections with grade separations in order to make a U-turn to
continue on the intersecting road. This would result in increased east/west travel times. However,
north/south access would be improved throughout the project area. The proposed project would also
traverse a grouping of houses northeast of the CR 1300 and CR 6520 intersection, which is located
within a census block with a predominantly minority population. This grouping of houses is not
connected by side streets, and there were no signs indicating these houses were part of a distinct
neighborhood. Since residential displacements would occur in census blocks with predominantly non-
minority populations, potential impacts to minority populations are not anticipated to be
disproportionately high or adverse. Potential residential displacements could result in community
members moving to existing housing some distance away from their present location or potentially
relocating to nearby parcels. No neighborhoods would be separated and no businesses would be
displaced.

The No-Build Alternative would not result in direct adverse impacts to the adjacent communities;
however, the projected population and traffic growth associated with the No-Build Alternative would
be expected to impact adjacent communities and motorists.
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5.6.1 Environmental Justice (EJ)

Executive Order (EO) 12898 “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations
and Low-Income Populations” requires each federal agency to “make achieving environmental justice
part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations
and low-income populations.”

The U.S. Census Bureau classifies minority populations as Black; Hispanic or Latino; Asian or Pacific
Islander; American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut; or other non-white persons. Population, race, and ethnicity
data from the 2010 U.S. Census were obtained for the state of Texas, Lubbock County, census tracts,
block groups, and census blocks within the project area (U.S. Census 2010). These data are provided
in the Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report Form. Of the 303 census blocks identified
within the study area, only 177 are populated, 40 of which include a predominantly minority
population, which range from 50.66 to 100.00 percent (see Figures 5.1 through 5.3 in Appendix F).

The Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report Form also includes data from the 2013-2017
U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS) regarding median household income within the project
area. A low-income person is defined as a person whose median household income is at or below the
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) poverty guidelines for a family of four for the
current year. The poverty level at the time of analysis (2019) in the 48 contiguous states and the
District of Columbia is $25,750 for a household of four (U.S. DHHS 2019). Per the ACS, none of the
block groups in the project area contain a low-income population.

Although EJ populations are present in the project area, the proposed project would not result in
disproportionately high or adverse impacts to these populations. Changes in east/west access and
residential displacements would occur in areas with both predominantly minority populations and
predominantly non-minority populations; therefore, changes in east/west access and displacements
would not result in disproportionately high or adverse impacts to EJ populations.

5.6.2 Limited English Proficiency (LEP)

EO 13166, “Improving Access to Service for Persons with Limited English Proficiency,” requires federal
agencies to examine the services they provide, identify any need for services to those with LEP, and
develop and implement a system to provide those services so that LEP persons can have meaningful
access to them. The EO also requires federal agencies to ensure that recipients of federal financial
assistance provide meaningful access to their LEP applicants and beneficiaries.

To determine if LEP populations may be affected by the proposed project, census data were collected
from the 2013-2017 U.S. Census ACS regarding LEP populations, defined as populations who speak
a language other than English and who speak English “less than very well.” These data are provided
in the Community Impacts Assessment Technical Report Form. Spanish-speaking LEP populations
were identified throughout the study area, with the percentage of Spanish-speaking LEP persons
ranging from a low of 0.51 percent (in Block Group 2 of Census Tract 103.01) to a high of (7.43 percent
in Block Group 2 of Census Tract 104.05). Within the study area, Asian and Pacific Island Language-
speaking LEP populations consisted of 0.55 percent in Block Group 1 of Census Tract 104.06. There
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were no LEP populations speaking “other Indo-European languages” or any “other languages”
identified within the project area (Figures 5.1 through 5.3 in Appendix F).

Two public meetings were held on February 20 and July 24, 2018, and a public hearing was held on
June 9, 2020. Public involvement has been conducted in a manner such that all interested parties
have been given an opportunity to provide both verbal and written comments concerning the proposed
project. TxDOT has complied with EO 13166 by offering to meet the needs of persons requiring special
communication or accommodations in all future public involvement activities and notices. Therefore,
the requirements of EO 1316 have been met.

5.7 Visual/Aesthetic Impacts

Using the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA'’s) Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects
guidance (FHWA-HI-88-054), an analysis of the potential visual impact of the proposed project was
conducted. Visual impacts are defined as a change in the aesthetic value resulting from the
introduction of modifications to the landscape. The project vicinity has been evaluated in terms of
project impacts on visual character and scenic (visual) quality.

In an effort to determine the visual resource effects of the proposed project, an analysis of the
landscape components affected by the proposed project was conducted. The regional landscape in
the project area is relatively rural. No substantial changes to the vegetation surrounding the roadway
corridor are anticipated as a direct result of the proposed project.

In order to determine the scale and dominance of the proposed project, the schematic was used to
evaluate changes in elevation and potential impacts to the current viewshed in the project vicinity. The
scale and dominance of the proposed structures were determined to be compatible with the project
surroundings due in large part to the fact that the surrounding land is used for agriculture and there
are few residential properties near the intersections that would have new grade separations.

Due to the aesthetic compatibility of the proposed improvements to the surrounding land use, the
construction of a visual barrier was determined to not be necessary.

The No-Build Alternative would not result in visual impacts.
5.8 Cultural Resources

Cultural resources are structures, buildings, archeological sites, districts (a collection of related
structures, buildings, and/or archeological sites), cemeteries, and objects. Both federal and state laws
require consideration of cultural resources during project planning. At the federal level, NEPA and the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, among others, apply to transportation projects such
as this one. In addition, state laws such as the Antiquities Code of Texas also apply. Compliance with
these laws often requires consultation with the Texas Historical Commission (THC)/Texas State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and/or federally-recognized tribes to determine the project’s
effects on cultural resources. Review and coordination of this project followed approved procedures
for compliance with federal and state laws.
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5.8.1  Archeology

A background review was conducted of area topographic, soils, and geology maps. Also, previous
archeological surveys and locations of recorded archeological sites within 1 kilometer (km) (0.6 mile)
of the project area of potential effects (APE) were sought by consulting the THC’s Online restricted-
access Archeological Sites Atlas (Atlas). In addition to identifying recorded archeological sites, the
review included the following types of information on the Atlas: National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) properties, State Antiquities Landmarks (SALs), Official Texas Historical Markers (OTHM),
Recorded Texas Historic Landmarks, and cemeteries. The 1958 U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-
minute topographical quadrangle maps of the APE were consulted to identify historic structures, which
may or may not be extant, that may represent high probability areas for the presence of historic-era
archeological sites (see Figures 6.1 and 6.2 in Appendix F). Based on this information, the likelihood
of finding prehistoric and historic archeological deposits in this area is high. The Archeological
Background Study, dated September 2019, recommended an archeological survey for the entire APE
due to the potential for intact archeological deposits in the project area. Intensive archeological
surveys will be completed once TxDOT acquires ROW for the proposed project.

Consultation requests were sent to the Kiowa, Mescalero, Wichita and Affiliated Tribes, Apache,
Tonkawa, and lJicarilla Apache Nation were sent. All correspondence will be on file at the TxDOT
Lubbock District office. No responses were received as of July 11, 2019 (see ECOS screenshot in
Appendix G).

In the event that unanticipated archeological deposits are encountered during construction, work in the
immediate area will cease and TxDOT archeological staff will be contacted to initiate post-review discovery
procedures under the provisions of the Programmatic Agreement (PA) and the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between TxDOT and the THC.

The No-Build Alternative would not impact archeological resources.
5.8.2 Historic Properties

As detailed in the Loop 88 Segments 1 & 2 HRSR, dated June 14, 2019, a reconnaissance-level
historic survey was conducted to identify historic-age resources in the project’'s APE. The project
included field investigations for pre-1985- resources in the APE. If a parcel included historic-age
buildings, all buildings regardless of age were documented. The survey identified 225 historic-age
resources, and 71 non-historic-age resources on 70 properties. None of the historic-age resources
within the project’s APE were eligible for individual listing in the NRHP. There is no NRHP historic district
potential within the APE. TxDOT historians determined individual project coordination with the SHPO is
not required. See Appendix G for coordination with the Lubbock County Historical Commission. Historic
resources analysis reports and figures are on file at the TxDOT Lubbock District Office.

The No-Build Alternative would not result in impacts to historic resources.
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5.9 DOT Act Section 4(f), Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act Section 6(f), and Parks
and Wildlife Code (PWC) Chapter 26

There are no Section 4(f) or Section 6(f) properties present in the project area; therefore, coordination
regarding Section 4(f), Section 6(f) or Chapter 26 resources is not required for this project.

The No-Build Alternative would not impact 4(f), 6(f), or Chapter 26 resources.
5.10 Water Resources

It was determined that no waters of the U.S., including wetlands, would be impacted by the proposed
project (see Figures 7.1 and 7.2 in Appendix F). It was determined that neither the Build nor the No-
Build Alternative would have an impact on this resource category or subject matter.

5.10.1 Clean Water Act Section 404

The project area does not contain any waters of the U.S. subject to regulation under Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (CWA). Therefore, no impacts to waters of the U.S. are anticipated, and no
Section 404 permit would be required.

5.10.2 Clean Water Act Section 401

Section 401 of the CWA requires any applicant who seeks a permit from a federal agency for an activity
that will involve a discharge into waters of the U.S. to first obtain a certification from the State that the
discharge will not violate state water quality standards. The proposed project would not require
authorization under Section 404, Section 10, or Section 9/General Bridge Act. Therefore, Section 401
of the CWA does not apply.

5.10.3 Executive Order 11990 Wetlands

No wetlands were identified within the existing or proposed ROW; therefore, EO 11990 on wetlands
does not apply.

5.10.4 Rivers and Harbors Act

No water features within the project area are classified as navigable waters; therefore, Sections 9
and 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act are not applicable to the project.

5.10.5 Clean Water Act Section 303(d)

Runoff from the project area would not directly discharge into a Section 303(d) listed threatened or
impaired water, or into a stream within 5 miles upstream of a Section 303(d) listed threatened or
impaired water. The most recent 2018 Texas Integrated Report Index of Water Quality Impairments
was utilized in the assessment (TCEQ 2019).

5.10.6 Clean Water Act Section 402

Since Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) Construction General Permit (CGP) and
compliance (and the associated documentation) occur outside the environmental clearance process,
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compliance is ensured by the policies and procedures that govern the design and construction phases
of a project. TxDOT’s Project Development Process Manual and the Plans, Specifications, and
Estimates (PS&E) Preparation Manual require a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SW3P) be
included in the plans of all projects that disturb 1 or more acres. The Construction Contract
Administration Manual requires that the appropriate CGP authorization documents (Notice of Intent
[NOI] or Site Notice) be completed, posted, and submitted, when required by the CGP, to the Texas
Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ). It also requires that projects be inspected to ensure
compliance with the CGP.

The PS&E Preparation Manual requires that all projects include Standard Specification Item 506
(Temporary Erosion, Sedimentation, and Environmental Controls), and the “Required Specifications
Checklists” require Special Provision 506-003 on all projects that need authorization under the CGP.
These documents require the project contractor to comply with the CGP and SW3P and to complete
the appropriate authorization documents.

5.10.7 Floodplains

Portions of the project limits are located within a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
designated 100-year floodplain associated with playas. This project is subject to and will comply with
federal EO 11988 on Floodplain Management. TxDOT implements this EO on a programmatic basis
through its Hydraulic Design Manual. Design of this project will be conducted in accordance with this
manual. Adherence to the TxDOT Hydraulic design Manual ensures that this project would not result
in a “significant encroachment” as defined by FHWA’s rules implementing EO 11988 at 23
CFR 650.105(q).

5.10.8 Wild and Scenic Rivers

No designated wild and scenic rivers occur in Lubbock County; therefore, the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act does not apply.

5.10.9 Coastal Barrier Resources

There are no Coastal Barrier Resources System units mapped in Lubbock County; therefore, the
Coastal Barrier Resources Act does not apply to the project.

5.10.10 Coastal Zone Management

The project is not located within a Texas Coastal Management Plan (TCMP) boundary. Therefore, the
Coastal Zone Management Act and the TCMP are not applicable to the project.

5.10.11 Edwards Aquifer

The Edwards Aquifer Recharge Zone, Contributing Zone, and Transition Zone do not occur in Lubbock
County; therefore, the Edwards Aquifer Rules do not apply to the project.
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5.10.12 International Boundary and Water Commission

No International Boundary Water Commission (IBWC) flood control projects or IBWC ROW occur in or
adjacent to the project area; therefore, the project does not require an IBWC license.

5.10.13 Drinking Water Systems

In accordance with TxDOT’s Standard Specifications for Construction and Maintenance of Highways,
Streets, and Bridges (Item 103, Disposal of Wells), any drinking water wells would need to be properly
removed and disposed of during construction of the project.

5.11 Biological Resources

The Loop 88 Segments 1&2 Tier 1 Site Assessment Form and associated attachments, dated
September 2019, describe the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) Ecological Mapping
System of Texas (EMST) data (Figures 8.1 through 8.11 in Appendix F) and observed, or field-verified,
vegetation (Figures 9.1 through 9.11 in Appendix F). This form and the Biological Evaluation Form also
list the federal and state-listed threatened, endangered, and candidate species, as well as those
considered species of greatest conservation need (SGCN) by the state and provides an assessment of
their habitat requirements and the potential impacts of the proposed project. A summary of these
findings is provided below.

5.11.1 Texas Parks and Wildlife Coordination

According to the Threshold Table PA for the MOU between TxDOT and TPWD, the proposed project
would exceed the impact coordination threshold for Agriculture, Disturbed Prairie, Mixed, Arid, Sand
Grassland, and Western Wetlands, Riparian MOU Vegetation (TxDOT 2017a). The proposed project
also provides suitable habitat for one state-listed threatened species, Texas horned lizard
(Phrynosoma cornutum), and 14 SGCN species: Woodhouse’s toad (Anaxyrus woodhousii), mountain
plover (Charadrius montanus), western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea), American
badger (Taxidea taxus), black-tailed prairie dog (Cynomys ludovicianus), eastern spotted skunk
(Spilogale putorius), plains spotted skunk (Spilogale putorius interrupta), prairie vole (Microtus
ochrogaster taylori), swift fox (Vulpes velox), western hog-nosed skunk (Conepatus leuconotus),
western box turtle (Terrapene ornata), western hognose snake (Heterodon nasicus), western
rattlesnake (Crotalus viridis), and Cory’s ephedra (Ephedra coryi). Of these 14 SGCN species, eight
species do not have specified Best Management Practices (BMPs) in the current BMP PA (revised
2017) (TxDOT 2017b). These include Woodhouse’s toad, American badger, prairie vole, western hog-
nosed skunk, western box turtle, western hognose snake, western rattle snake, and Cory’s ephedra.
Therefore, coordination with TPWD was required for potential impacts to these species.

5.11.2 Impacts to Vegetation

The project area is located within the High Plains Ecoregion. The project area consists primarily of
cropland and areas of existing transportation ROW with maintained vegetation.

Table 2 and Figures 9.1 through 9.11 provide the field-verified EMST vegetation types identified in the
proposed project area and the Ecological System Type according to TPWD’s Draft Descriptions of
Systems, Mapping Subsystems, and Vegetation Types for Phase V. Based on the Threshold Table PA
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for the MOU between TxDOT and TPWD (effective September 1, 2013 and revised in 2017 [TxDOT
2017a]), Table 2 also provides the TxDOT TPWD MOU vegetation type that corresponds with each
EMST vegetation type identified in the project area.

Table 2. Potential Impacts* to Field-verified MOU Vegetation

MOU

EMST Vegetation Type | Ecological System Type TxDoT/ T'.)WD MoU Threshold Acr.es within
Vegetation Type Project Area
(acres)
Row Crops Agricultural Agriculture 10 631.51
Total Potential Impacts to Agricultural MOU Vegetation 631.51
Rolling Plains: Central Mixedgrass Mixed, Arid, Sand
. . . 2 39.06
Mixedgrass Prairie Prairie Grassland

Total Potential Impacts to Mix, Arid, San, Grassland MOU 39.06

Conservation Reserve

Program (CRP)/Other Disturbance Grassland 45.09
Improved Grassland Disturbed Prairie 3
Exotic Invasive: Invasive Shrub and 191
Elm/Olive Woodland Woodland '
Total Potential Impacts to Disturbed Prairie MOU 47.0
High Plains: Floodplain Western Great Plains
. . 122.15
Herbaceous Vegetation Floodplain
- Western Wetlands,
High Plains: Plava Western Great Plains Rivarian 0.1
g - ray Closed Depression P 39.14
Grassland
Wetland
Total Potential Impacts to Western Wetlands, Riparian MOU 161.29
Urban Low Intensity Urban Urban | N/A 97.54

Total Potential Impacts to Urban MOU 97.54

*Based on ROW to ROW impacts

According to the Threshold PA between TxDOT and TPWD, there is no threshold for Urban vegetation.
The coordination threshold for Agriculture is 10 acres, and potential impact to this vegetation type is
631.51 acres. The coordination threshold for Mixed, Arid, Sand Grassland is 2 acres, and potential
impact to this vegetation type is 39.06 acres. The coordination threshold for Disturbed Prairie
vegetation is 3 acres, and potential impact to this vegetation type is 47.0 acres. The coordination
threshold for Western Wetlands, Riparian vegetation is 0.1 acre, and potential impact to this
vegetation type is 161.29 acres. Therefore, the project would exceed impact thresholds defined by
TPWD/TxDOT. The proposed project is not anticipated to result in indirect encroachment impacts to
vegetation.

Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed project would have no effect on existing vegetation
habitat in the project area.
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5.11.3 Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species

This project is subject to and will comply with federal EO 13112 on Invasive Species. TxDOT
implements this EO on a programmatic basis through its Roadside Vegetation Management Manual
and Landscape and Aesthetics Design Manual.

5.11.4 Executive Memorandum on Environmentally and Economically Beneficial Landscaping

This project is subject to and will comply with the federal Executive Memorandum on Environmentally
and Economically Beneficial Landscaping, effective April 26, 1994. TxDOT implements this Executive
Memorandum on a programmatic basis through its Roadside Vegetation Management Manual and
Landscape and Aesthetics Design Manual.

5.11.5 Impacts to Wildlife

The High Plains ecoregion is located in the Kansan Biotic Province, which is a transition zone
containing a mixture of eastern forest species and western grassland species (Blair 1950). According
to Blair (1950) and Dixon (2000), there are 15 species of amphibians in the Kansan Biotic Province,
including one species of salamander, the tiger salamander (Ambystoma tigrinum), and 14 anuran
species (frogs and toads). Anuran species characteristic of the region include Couch’s spadefoot toad
(Scaphiopus couchii), western spadefoot toad (Scaphiopus hammondii), Great Plains toad (Anaxyrus
cognatus), green toad (Anaxyrus debilis), plateau toad (Anaxyrus compactilis), red-spotted toad
(Anaxyrus punctatus), Woodhouse’s toad, northern leopard frog (Lithobates pipiens), and southern
cricket frog (Acris gryllus). One turtle species, the ornate box turtle (Terrapene ornata ornata), occurs
in the study area.

According to Blair (1950) and Dixon (2000), at least 14 lizard and 31 snake species occur in the
Kansan Biotic Province in Texas. Common lizards in the area include eastern collared lizard
(Crotaphytus collaris), eastern fence lizard (Sceloperus undulatus), Great Plains skink (Plestiodon
obsoletus), lesser earless lizard (Holbrookia maculata), greater earless lizard (Holbrookia texana),
roundtail horned lizard (Phrynosoma modestum), Texas horned lizard (Phrynosoma cornutum), six-
lined racerunner (Aspidoscelis sexlineatus), and Texas spotted whiptail (Aspidocelis gularis). Common
snakes in the area include bullsnake (Pituophis catenifer sayi), checkered garter snake (Thamnophis
marcianus), common garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis), diamondback rattlesnake (Crotalus atrox),
gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer), Great Plains rat snake (Pantherophis emoryi), glossy snake
(Arizona elegans), long-nosed snake (Rhinocheilus lecontei), plain-bellied water snake (Nerodia
erythrogaster), prairie rattlesnake (Crotalus viridis), ribbon snake (Thamnophis sauritus), Texas blind
snake (Leptotyphlops dulcis), and western coachwhip (Masticophis flagellum).

The study area contains abundant and diverse avifauna, and over 400 avian species have been
recorded in the region. Common year-round resident bird species in the study area include barn
swallow (Hirundo rustica), eastern meadowlark (Sturnella magna), great-tailed grackle (Quiscalus
mexicanus), greater roadrunner (Geococcyx californianus), horned lark (Eremophila alpestris), killdeer
(Charadrius vociferus), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos),
red-winged blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus), scaled quail (Callipepla squamata), western meadowlark
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(Sturnella neglecta), and white-winged dove (Zenaida asiatica). Common migrant/summer resident
bird species in the study area include ash-throated flycatcher (Myiarchus cinerascens), cliff swallow
(Petrochelidon pyrrhonota), common nighthawk (Chordeiles minor), dickcissel (Spiza americana),
eastern phoebe (Sayornis phoebe), lark bunting (Calamospiza melanocorys), scissor-tailed flycatcher
(Tyrannus forficatus), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), and western kingbird (Tyrannus verticalis).
Common migrant or winter resident bird species in the region include Franklin’s gull (Leucophaeus
pipixcan), longspurs (Calcarius spp.), Mississippi kite (Ictinia mississippiensis), orange-crowned
warbler (Oreothlypis celata), savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis), Wilson’s phalarope
(Phalaropus tricolor), yellow-headed blackbird (Xanthocephalus xanthocephalus), yellow-rumped
warbler (Setophaga coronata), and various species of ducks.

According to Blair (1950), at least 59 of the 143 mammal species in Texas historically occurred in the
Kansan Biotic Province. The most common mammals that potentially occur in the study area include
species more tolerant of human activity such as black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), black-
tailed prairie dog (Cynomys ludovicianus), plains spotted skunk, coyote (Canis latrans), desert
cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), yellow-faced pocket gopher
(Cratogeomys castanops), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), American badger, and Virginia opossum
(Didelphis virginiana). Common rodent species in the study area include Merriam's pocket mouse
(Perognathus merriami), northern grasshopper mouse (Onychomys leucogaster), white-footed mouse
(Peromyscus leucopus), plains pocket mouse (Perognathus flavescens), southern Plains woodrat
(Neotoma micropus), white-throated woodrat (Neotoma albigula), and spotted ground squirrel
(Xerospermophilus spilosoma). These species may occur within undeveloped portions of the proposed
ROW, and therefore may be impacted by the proposed project.

The following sections provide a summary of potential impacts to wildlife associated with the Build
Alternative.

Under the No-Build Alternative, the proposed project would have no effect on existing wildlife and
habitat in the project area.

5.11.6 Migratory Bird Protections

This project will comply with applicable provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and Texas
Parks and Wildlife Code Title 5, Subtitle B, Chapter 64, Birds. It is TxXDOT’s policy to avoid removal and
destruction of active bird nests except through federal or state approved options. In addition, it is
TxDOT’s policy to, where appropriate and practicable:

e uUse measures to prevent or discourage birds from building nests on man-made structures
within portions of the project area planned for construction, and

e schedule construction activities outside of typical nesting season.

A site survey did not identify migratory birds or active nests within the project action area. While no
impact to migratory birds is expected, TxDOT will take all appropriate actions to prevent the take of
migratory birds, their active nests, eggs, or young should they be discovered on the project site.
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Direction to contractors is provided on the standard Environmental Permits, Issues, and Commitments
(EPIC) sheet.

5.11.7 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) of 1958 requires that federal agencies obtain comments
from the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and TPWD. This coordination is required whenever a
project involves impounding, diverting, or deepening a stream channel or other body of water. The
proposed project would have no impact to waters of the U.S. or wetlands and no Section 404 permit
is required; therefore, no coordination under FWCA is required.

5.11.8 Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 2007

Within the U.S. or anywhere within its jurisdiction, bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and golden
eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) are protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 2007. No
eagles or potential eagle nests were observed in or adjacent to the project area during field visits.
Based on the information available and observations made in the project area, the project does not
have the potential to impact bald or golden eagles.

5.11.9 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Management Act

The proposed project is not located in a coastal county; therefore, coordination with the National
Marine Fisheries Service is not required.

5.11.10 Marine Mammal Protection Act

The project does not contain suitable habitat for marine mammals. Coordination with the National
Marine Fisheries Service is not required.

5.11.11 Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species

A review of the threatened and endangered species lists for Lubbock County, Texas, maintained by the
USFWS and the TPWD, identified federal and state-listed threatened, endangered, as well as those
considered SGCN by the state.

No suitable habitat for federally listed threatened, endangered, or proposed threatened or endangered
species was identified in or adjacent to the project area. Therefore, the project does not have the
potential to affect any federally listed species.

There is potential habitat for one state-listed threatened species located within or directly adjacent to
the proposed project area: Texas horned lizard, and 14 SGCN: Woodhouse’s toad, mountain plover,
western burrowing owl, American badger, black-tailed prairie dog, eastern spotted skunk, plains
spotted skunk, prairie vole, swift fox, western hog-nosed skunk, western box turtle, western hognose
snake, western rattlesnake, and Cory’s ephedra.

BMPs will be implemented to avoid impacts, where possible, including TPWD’s Bird BMPs and
Terrestrial Reptile BMPs. For the black-tailed prairie dog, if burrows are to be excavated/directly
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impacted, TxDOT will coordinate with TPWD Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program (WHAB); when a
construction zone is adjacent to a black-tailed prairie dog colony, TXDOT will erect barriers to
discourage black-tailed prairie dogs from moving through or into the construction area; and when
seeding or revegetation is planned by TxDOT in an area adjacent to a black-tailed prairie dog colony,
vegetative barriers will be considered in the planting to discourage dispersal into TXDOT’s ROW. For
the eastern/plains spotted skunk and the swift fox, contractors will be advised of their potential
occurrence in the project area, to avoid harming the species if encountered, to avoid unnecessary
impacts to dens (TxDOT 2017b). Terrestrial Reptile BMPs will be implemented for the Texas horned
lizard, and contractors would be advised of the potential occurrence in the project area, and to avoid
harming the species if encountered. This should include avoiding harvester ant mounds in the
selection of project specific locations (PSLs), where feasible. The current BMP PA (revised 2017) does
not specify BMPs for Woodhouse’s toad, American badger, prairie vole, western hog-nosed skunk,
western box turtle, western hognose snake, western rattle snake, and Cory’s ephedra. Therefore,
coordination with TPWD was required. Based on suggestions from TPWD during coordination, the
following additional measures will be implemented (Appendix G). Contractors will be advised at the
pre-construction meeting and during construction of the project to avoid handling or harming the Texas
horned lizard. Terrestrial Reptile BMPs will also be implemented for the western box turtle, western
hognose snake, and western rattlesnake. Contractors will be advised of the potential occurrence of
the swift fox, western hog-nosed skunk, American badger, and prairie vole within the project area and
to avoid handling or harming these species if encountered and to avoid unnecessary impacts to dens.
Should SGCN plants be found within the project footprint they will be protected with temporary fencing
and the contractor will be alerted to avoid disturbing the plants. TPWD will be contacted should this
occur. Contactors will be advised to avoid the placement of PSLs on the margin or drainage areas of
playas.

Migratory bird BMPs will be incorporated into the EPIC and general notes of the plan sheets and
contractors will be advised at the pre-construction meeting to avoid handling or harming all wildlife.
Revegetation of disturbed areas will be implemented into the project plans according to TxDOT rural
seed specifications.

BMPs and direction to contractors are provided on the standard EPIC sheet.

The No-Build Alternative would not result in impacts to existing vegetation and wildlife habitat in the
project area.

5.12 Air Quality

An air quality analysis was conducted for the proposed project in accordance with TxDOT’s standard
operating procedures for air quality compliance (TxDOT 2017¢, 2019a).

5.12.1 Transportation Conformity

This project is located within an area in attainment or unclassifiable for all national ambient air quality
standards (NAAQS); therefore, the transportation conformity rules do not apply.
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5.12.2 Project-level Hot-spot Analysis Requirements

The proposed project is not located within a carbon monoxide (CO) or particulate matter (PM)
nonattainment or maintenance area; therefore, a project level hot-spot analysis is not required.

5.12.3 Carbon Monoxide Traffic Air Quality Analysis (TAQA)

Traffic data for the estimated time of completion (ETC) year (2030) and design year (2050) are 6,200
vehicles per day (vpd) and 10,050 vpd, respectively. A prior TxDOT modeling study and previous
analyses of similar projects demonstrated that it is unlikely that the CO standard would ever be
exceeded as a result of any project with an annual average daily traffic (AADT) below 140,000 vpd.
The AADT projections for the proposed project do not exceed 140,000 vpd; therefore, a TAQA is not
required.

5.12.4 Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT)

Background

Controlling air toxic emissions became a national priority with the passage of the Clean Air Act
Amendments (CAAA) of 1990, whereby Congress mandated that the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) regulate 188 air toxics, also known as hazardous air pollutants. The EPA has assessed
this expansive list in their latest rule on the Control of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources
(Federal Register [FR], Vol. 72, No. 37, page 8430, February 26, 2007), and identified a group of 93
compounds emitted from mobile sources that are listed in their Integrated Risk Information System
(IRIS) (http://www.epa.gov/iris/). In addition, EPA identified nine compounds with significant
contributions from mobile sources that are among the national and regional-scale cancer risk drivers
or contributors and non-cancer hazard contributors from the 2011 National Air Toxics Assessment
(NATA) (https://www.epa.gov/national-air-toxics-assessment). These are 1,3-butadiene,
acetaldehyde, acrolein, benzene, diesel PM, ethylbenzene, formaldehyde, naphthalene, and polycyclic
organic matter. While FHWA considers these the priority MSATSs, the list is subject to change and may
be adjusted in consideration of future EPA rules.

Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator (MOVES)

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

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

These new standards are all expected to impact MSAT emissions and include Tier 3 emissions and
fuel standards starting in 2017 (79 FR 60344), heavy-duty greenhouse gas regulations that phase in
during model years 2014-2018 (79 FR 60344), and the second phase of light duty greenhouse gas
regulations that phase in during model years 2017-2025 (79 FR 60344).
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Since the release of MOVES2014, the EPA has released MOVES2014a. In the November 2015

MOVES2014a Questions and Answers Guide

(https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey

=P100NNRO.txt), the EPA states that for on-road emissions, MOVES2014a adds new options
requested by users for the input of local VMT, includes minor updates to the default fuel tables, and
corrects an error in MOVES2014 brake wear emissions. The change in brake wear emissions results
in small decreases in PM emissions, while emissions for other criteria pollutants remain essentially

the same as MOVES2014.

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

FHWA PROJECTED NATIONAL MSAT EMISSION TRENDS 2010 - 2050

Source: EPA MOVES2014a model runs conducted by FHWA, September 2016.

MSAT Emissions (Mt/yr)

Insert 2.

FOR VEHICLES OPERATING ON ROADWAYS
USING EPA’s MOVES2014a Model
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MSAT Research

Air toxics analysis is a continuing area of research. While much work has been done to assess the
overall health risk of air toxics, many questions remain unanswered. In particular, the tools and
techniques for assessing project-specific health outcomes as a result of lifetime MSAT exposure
remain limited. These limitations impede the ability to evaluate how potential public health risks posed
by MSAT exposure should be factored into project-level decision-making within the context of NEPA.
The FHWA, the EPA, the Health Effects Institute, and others have funded and conducted research
studies to try to more clearly define potential risks from MSAT emissions associated with highway
projects. The FHWA will continue to monitor the developing research in this field.

Project Specific MSAT Information

A qualitative MSAT analysis provides a basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences
among MSAT emissions, if any, from the various alternatives. The qualitative assessment presented
below is derived in part from a study conducted by FHWA entitled, A Methodology for Evaluating Mobile
Source Air Toxic Emissions Among Transportation Project Alternatives, found at: https://www.fhwa.
dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air toxics/research and analysis/mobile source air toxics/msate
missions.cfm.

The VMT estimated for the Build Alternative is slightly higher than that for the No Build Alternative,
because the additional capacity increases the efficiency of the roadway and attracts rerouted trips
from elsewhere in the transportation network. The additional travel lanes contemplated as part of the
project Build Alternative would have the effect of moving some traffic closer to nearby homes, schools,
and businesses; therefore, under the Build Alternative there may be localized areas where ambient
concentrations of MSAT could be higher than the No Build Alternative. The localized increases in MSAT
concentrations would likely be most pronounced along the expanded roadway sections that would be
built at the US 84 and SH 114 intersections. However, the magnitude and the duration of these
potential increases compared to the No Build alternative cannot be reliably quantified due to
incomplete or unavailable information in forecasting project-specific MSAT health impacts. Also, MSAT
will be lower in other locations when traffic shifts away from them. However, on a regional basis, EPA’s
vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause substantial reductions
that, in almost all cases, will cause region-wide MSAT levels to be significantly lower than today.

Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project-Specific MSAT Health Impacts Analysis

In FHWA's view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the project-specific health
impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with a proposed set of highway alternatives.
The outcome of such an assessment, adverse or not, would be influenced more by the uncertainty
introduced into the process through assumption and speculation rather than any genuine insight into
the actual health impacts directly attributable to MSAT exposure associated with a proposed action.
Consistent with 40 CFR 1502.22 (regarding incomplete and unavailable information) FHWA does not
conduct MSAT heath impacts for the reasons described below.
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The EPA is responsible for protecting the public health and welfare from any known or anticipated
effect of an air pollutant. They are the lead authority for administering the Clean Air Act (CAA) and its
amendments and have specific statutory obligations with respect to hazardous air pollutants and
MSAT. The EPA is in the continual process of assessing human health effects, exposures, and risks
posed by air pollutants. They maintain the IRIS, which is “a compilation of electronic reports on specific
substances found in the environment and their potential to cause human health effects” (EPA,
http://www.epa.gov/iris/). Each report contains assessments of non-cancerous and cancerous effects
for individual compounds and quantitative estimates of risk levels from lifetime oral and inhalation
exposures with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of magnitude.

Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health effects of MSAT,
including the Health Effects Institute (HEI). A number of HEI studies are summarized in Appendix D of
FHWA’s Updated Interim Guidance on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents
(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air toxics/policy and guidance/msat/index.cfm)
. Among the adverse health effects linked to MSAT compounds at high exposures are: cancer in
humans in occupational settings; cancer in animals; and irritation to the respiratory tract, including
the exacerbation of asthma. Less obvious is the adverse human health effects of MSAT compounds
at current environmental concentrations (HEI Special Report 16, https://www.healtheffects.org/
publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature-exposure-and-health-effects) or in the future
as vehicle emissions substantially decrease.

The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling; dispersion modeling;
exposure modeling; and then final determination of health impacts - each step in the process building
on the model predictions obtained in the previous step. All are encumbered by technical shortcomings
or uncertain science that prevents a more complete differentiation of the MSAT health impacts among
a set of project alternatives. These difficulties are magnified for lifetime (i.e., 70 year) assessments,
particularly because unsupportable assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel
patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) over that time frame, since such
information is unavailable.

It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast 70-year lifetime MSAT concentrations and exposure near
roadways; to determine the portion of time that people are actually exposed at a specific location; and
to establish the extent attributable to a proposed action, especially given that some of the information
needed is unavailable.

There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the various
MSAT, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of occupational exposure
data to the general population, a concern expressed by HEl (Special Report 16, https://
www.healtheffects.org/publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature-exposure-and-

health-effects). As a result, there is no national consensus on air dose-response values assumed to
protect the public health and welfare for MSAT compounds, and in particular for diesel PM. The EPA
states that with respect to diesel engine exhaust, “[t]he absence of adequate data to develop a
sufficiently confident dose-response relationship from the epidemiologic studies has prevented the
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estimation of inhalation carcinogenic risk (EPA IRIS database, Diesel Engine Exhaust, Section II.C.
https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris/iris_documents/documents/subst/0642 summary.pdf).”

There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk. The current context is the
process used by the EPA as provided by the CAA to determine whether more stringent controls are
required in order to provide an ample margin of safety to protect public health or to prevent an adverse
environmental effect for industrial sources subject to the maximum achievable control technology
standards, such as benzene emissions from refineries. The decision framework is a two-step process.
The first step requires EPA to determine an “acceptable” level of risk due to emissions from a source,
which is generally no greater than approximately 100 in a million. Additional factors are considered in
the second step, the goal of which is to maximize the number of people with risks less than 1 in a
million due to emissions from a source. The results of this statutory two-step process do not guarantee
that cancer risks from exposure to air toxics are less than 1 in a million; in some cases, the residual
risk determination could result in maximum individual cancer risks that are as high as approximately
100 in a million. In a June 2008 decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit
upheld the EPA’s approach to addressing risk in its two-step decision framework. Information is
incomplete or unavailable to establish that even the largest of highway projects would result in levels
of risk greater than deemed acceptable (https://www.cadc.uscourts.gov/internet/opinions.nsf/
284E23FFEQ079CD59852578000050C9DA/ $file/07-1053-1120274.pdf ).

5.12.5 Congestion Management Process (CMP)

This project is within an attainment or unclassifiable area for ozone and CO; therefore, a project level
CMP analysis is not required.

5.12.6 Construction-related Emissions Reduction Strategies

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

The potential impacts of PM emissions will be minimized by using fugitive dust control measures
contained in standard specifications, as appropriate. The Texas Emissions Reduction Plan (TERP)
provides financial incentives to reduce emissions from vehicles and equipment. TXDOT encourages
construction contractors to use this and other local and federal incentive programs to the fullest extent
possible to minimize diesel emissions. Information about the TERP program can be found on TCEQ's
TERP website (https://www.tceq.texas.gov/airquality/terp).

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

In the Loop 88 Segments 1 & 2 Hazardous Materials ISA Form, dated June 2019, an ISA was
conducted to identify potential hazardous materials within the proposed project study area. The
components of the ISA included reviewing project design and ROW requirements, existing and previous
land use, and federal and state regulatory databases and files. A database search for potential
hazardous materials was conducted in May 2019 in general accordance with the American Society of
Testing and Materials (ASTM) E1527 standards and TxDOT guidelines. An analysis of the ISA data
indicates that further research may be needed to determine if the proposed project would be impacted
by hazardous materials. A copy of the GeoSearch Database Radius Report is included as an appendix
to the June 2019 Hazardous Materials ISA Form.

Before ISA was conducted, TxDOT received notification from a local property owner and the local news
of potential contamination near the former Reese Air Force Base (Francis Email 2018a, see
Appendix G). TxDOT Environmental Affairs Division (ENV) and LCA Environmental requested
information from TCEQ about the groundwater plume associated with the former Reece Air Force Base.
TCEQ provided maps showing where impacted private and public water supply wells were, stated
groundwater in the area is approximately 100 to 150 feet below ground surface, and explained the
extent of the plume had not been fully delineated, but that they could provide updated information as
the investigation progresses (Hatfield Email 2018, see Appendix G). LCA Environmental performed
limited investigations near the former Reese Air Force Base to determine if potentially hazardous
conditions were known to existing within the proposed Loop 88 project alignment. As a result of the
investigation, LCA recommended a limited surface and shallow subsurface soil sampling investigation
be conducted within the proposed the proposed ROW that was within the former base housing area
(Foss 2018, see Appendix G). Findings showed there is potential groundwater contamination that has
not been fully delineated within the current proposed project alignment. Depth to groundwater in the
area is at least approximately 100 feet, and the project depth of impacts for bridge pilings is
anticipated to only be approximately 60 feet deep. It was determined construction would most likely
not be an issue in the area due to the depth of groundwater; however, the project engineers shifted
the project alignment farther east to avoid groundwater and soil contamination associated with the
former Reese Air Force Base (Francis Email 2018b, see Appendix G). This revised alignment is being
analyzed in this EA.

During preliminary investigations for the ISA, USGS topographic maps, current and past aerial imagery,
the project schematic, and a notification of contamination to TxDOT were reviewed. The Railroad
Commission of Texas (RRC) Public Geographic Information System (GIS) viewer identified seven
pipelines that cross the project area and multiple wells within or adjacent to the project ROW (see
Figures 10.1 and 10.2 in Appendix F). TxDOT will coordinate with property owners as needed; no
hazardous materials concerns are anticipated.

During the site survey, transformers, electrical transmission lines, and residential propane tanks were
observed. TxDOT will coordinate with owners of the transformers, electrical transmission lines, and
residential propane tanks as needed. Also, numerous houses and businesses with automotive-related
materials as well as other debris and scrap metal were observed. Additional investigations will be
needed during the acquisition process for these sites.
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The 2019 GeoSearch Database Radius Report identified 15 hazardous materials sites, one Resource
Conservation & Recovery Act Corrective Action facilities (RCRAC) site, one Resource Conservation &
Recovery Act = non-CORRACTS treatment, storage & disposal facilities (RCRAT) site, one industrial and
hazardous waste corrective action (IHWCA) site, one closed and abandoned landfill (CALF) site, 10
leaking petroleum storage tank (LPST) sites, and one petroleum storage tank (PST) site. The PST and
CALF sites, as well as the two LPST sites at MAP ID #2 in the 2019 radius report, are located outside
the project footprint and no proposed ROW would be needed from these sites. Therefore, no hazardous
materials concerns are anticipated. The RCRAC, RCRAT, and IHWCA sites, as well as the multiple LPST
sites, are associated with the former Reese Air Force Base and former Reese Air Force Base Housing.
Groundwater and soil were impacted by a trichloroethylene (TCE) plume and potentially a
perfluorinated compounds (PFCs) plume (Foss 2018); therefore, further research is needed to
determine the risk of contamination to the proposed project.

Hazardous materials may be encountered on the site during preconstruction and construction
activities. Any unanticipated hazardous material and/or petroleum contamination encountered during
construction of the proposed project would be handled according to applicable federal and state
regulations per TxDOT Standard Specifications.

The No-Build Alternative would not result in hazardous materials impacts.
5.14 Traffic Noise

A traffic noise analysis was conducted in accordance with TxDOT's (FHWA-approved) Guidelines for
Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise (2011). Traffic Noise Model version 2.5 (TNM 2.5)
was utilized in the assessment. The Loop 88 Segments 1 & 2 Traffic Noise Analysis Technical Report
dated March 2020, which includes details about the analysis, is available for public review at the
TxDOT Lubbock District office.

Existing traffic noise levels were determined by measuring ambient noise at representative locations
along the proposed project alignment or by modeling. Predicted traffic noise levels were modeled at
representative actual land use activity areas (receptors) adjacent to the project that might be impacted
by traffic noise and would potentially benefit from feasible and reasonable noise abatement.

The analysis identified 17 representative receivers along the project length (Table 3 and Figures 11.1
through 11.13 in Appendix F).

Table 3. Traffic Noise Levels dB(A) Leq

Representative NAC NAC 2019 Field Predicted | Change Noise

Receiver Category Level Measurement 2050 (+/-) Impact
R1 Residence B 67 68 70* +2 Yes
R2 Residence B 67 57 60* +3 No
R3 Residence B 67 57 60* +3 No
R4 Residence B 67 57 60* +3 No
R5 Residence B 67 57 60* +3 No
R6 Residence B 67 57 60* +3 No
R7 Residence B 67 64 65* +1 No
R8 Residence B 67 64 65* +1 No
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Table 3. Traffic Noise Levels dB(A) Leq

Representative NAC NAC 2019 Field Predicted | Change Noise
Receiver Category Level Measurement 2050 (+/-) Impact
R9 Residence B 67 32 59 +27 Yes
R10 Residence B 67 32 59 +27 Yes
R11 Residence B 67 32 58 +26 Yes
R12 Residence B 67 32 57 +25 Yes
R13 Residence B 67 51 55* +4 No
R14 Residence B 67 51 56* +5 No
R15 Residence B 67 51 56* +5 No
R17 Residence B 67 54 60* +6 No
Representative NAC NAC 2030 Existing | Predicted | Change Noise
Receiver Category Level Model 2050 (+/-) Impact
R16 Residence B 67 62 64 +2 No

*Predicted 2050 results were determined by adding the predicted modelled result to the ambient noise
measurement, through decibel addition.
Source: Blanton & Associates, 2020

Modeled noise-sensitive locations were solely residential properties. As indicated in Table 3, the traffic
noise analysis determined that out of 17 representative receptors, five were predicted to have noise
levels that approached or exceeded the FHWA noise abatement criteria or that substantially exceed
the existing noise levels; therefore, the proposed project would result in traffic noise impacts

Noise abatement measures were considered and analyzed for each impacted receptor location.
Abatement measures, typically noise barriers, must provide a minimum noise reduction, or benefit, at
or above the threshold of 5 dB(A). A barrier is not acoustically feasible unless it reduces noise levels
by at least 5 dB(A) at greater than 50 percent of first-row impacted receptors and benefits a minimum
of two impacted receptors. To be reasonable, the barrier must not exceed the cost reasonableness
allowance of 1,500 square feet per benefited receptor and must meet the noise reduction design goal
of 7 dB(A) for at least one receptor.

Noise walls were evaluated for each of the impacted receiver locations, the results of which are
described in detail in the 2020 Traffic Noise Analysis Technical Report. None of the noise abatement
measures would be both feasible and reasonable; therefore, no abatement measures are proposed
for this project.

To avoid noise impacts that may result from future development of properties adjacent to the project,
local officials responsible for land use control programs must ensure, to the maximum extent possible,
no new activities are planned or constructed along or within the predicted (2050) noise impact
contours (Table 4).

Table 4. Predicted Noise Impact Contours

Land Use Impact Contour Distance from ROW
NAC category B & C 66 dB(A) Within the ROW
NAC category E 71 dB(A) Within the ROW

Source: Blanton & Associates, 2020
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Noise associated with the construction of the project is difficult to predict. Heavy machinery, the major
source of noise in construction, is constantly moving in unpredictable patterns. However, construction
normally occurs during daylight hours when occasional loud noises are more tolerable. None of the
receivers are expected to be exposed to construction noise for a long duration; therefore, any extended
disruption of normal activities is not expected. Provisions will be included in the plans and
specifications that require the contractor to make every reasonable effort to minimize construction
noise through abatement measures such as work-hour controls and proper maintenance of muffler
systems.

A copy of the traffic noise analysis will be made available to local officials to assist in future land use
planning. On the date of approval of this document (Date of Public Knowledge), FHWA and TxDOT are
no longer responsible for providing noise abatement for new development adjacent to the project.

The No-Build Alternative may maintain existing traffic noise levels or noise levels may change as traffic
volumes increase with time.

5.15 Induced Growth

Indirect impacts are defined as those caused by an action and are later in time or farther removed in
distance, but still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect impacts are not directly associated with the
construction or operation of the roadway and are often caused by related development and induced
growth. This, in turn, can result in a variety of related impacts such as changes in land use, population
density or growth rate, economic vitality, and impacts on air and water and other natural resources.
During project scoping, it was determined that the proposed project required an analysis of indirect
effects since the project would increase accessibility to areas that previously were inaccessible or had
limited accessibility. According to TxDOT's Induced Growth Indirect Impacts Decision Tree
(TxDOT 2014b), an Induced Growth Impacts Analysis is required because there is land available in the
project area for development or redevelopment, the project adds capacity, the project is located within
an MPO boundary, the project increases access and mobility in the project area, and the project area
is experiencing population growth (Insert 3).
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 Induced Growth Indirect Impacts Decision Tree

Is Induced Growth Indirect
Impacts Analysis required for
the project?

Dpes the Purpose and Meed include
economic development or is the
project proposed to serve a
specific development?

Induced Growth Impacts
Analysis is required.
Begin Induced Growth Impacts
Analysis Process.

Induced Growth Impacts
Analysis is required.
Begin Induced Growth Impacts
Analysis Process.

STOP:

Mo Induced Growth Impacts
Analysis required.

STOP:
Mo Induced Growth Impacis
Analysis required.

Induced Growth Impacts
Analysis is required.
Begin Induced Growth Impacts
Analysis Process.

STOP-
Mo Induced Growth Impacts
Analysis required.

An Indirect and Cumulative Impacts Technical Report, dated November 2019, was prepared based on
TxDOT'’s Indirect Impacts Analysis Guidance (TxDOT 2019b) and is on file at the TxDOT Lubbock District
Office. Based on reviews of land use maps, aerial imagery, and analysis of population data, the overall
existing growth trend is expected to continue, including future growth within the AOI. The proposed
project would increase accessibility to undeveloped properties and improve north-south mobility in the
western Lubbock area, which could enable development of properties adjacent to the proposed project
corridor, especially near the northern and southern termini and near the Reese Technology Center.
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However, undeveloped areas with limited access points or connections to adjacent roadways that
would become more accessible due to the proposed project may not experience induced growth due
to lack of utility connections. Utility services would need to be installed to allow for future development
in these areas. Overall, there is potential for land use changes and growth areas identified in Figure 13.

5.16 Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts result from individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking place over
a period of time (40 CFR §1508.7). They are defined as impacts on the environment that result from
the incremental impacts of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions, regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other
actions. Utilizing TxDOT’s Cumulative Impacts Decision Tree (TxDOT 2014b), it was determined that a
cumulative impacts analysis was not required because the proposed project would not have
substantial direct or indirect impacts on any resource, and resources in the project area are not in
poor or declining health (Insert 4). Therefore, no resources will be carried forward for a cumulative
impact analysis.

Insert 4.

"k Cumulative Impacts Decision Tree

y 4

Is Cumulative Impacts Analysis
required for the project?

Cumulative Impacts Analysis
Is required.
Begin Cumulative Impacts
Analysis Process.

STOP:
No Cumulative Impacts Anyalysis
IS required.

STOP:
No Cumulative Impacts Anyalysis
IS required.

Cumulative Impacts Analysis
is required.

Begin Cumulative Impacts
Analysis Process.
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5.17 Construction Phase Impacts

Construction of the proposed project may require temporary closures and detours; however, these are
expected to be of short duration with no major traffic flow disruptions on the existing roadways. TxDOT
will work with community members to notify them of closures and limited access. Section 5.12.6
further discusses the construction-related air emissions, and Section 5.14 further discusses the
construction-related noise impacts.

Under the No-Build Alternative, no construction would occur, therefore, no construction impacts would
be anticipated.

6.0  AGENCY COORDINATION

Over the course of project development, TXxDOT has coordinated and will continue to coordinate with
local, state, and federal agencies regarding the proposed project as necessary. Copies of agency
coordination documents are available in Appendix G.

- TxDOT coordinated with the NRCS for the FPPA and coordination was determined complete
due to the score on the FPPA Form NRCS-CPA 106.

- TxDOT sent consultation requests to the Kiowa, Mescalero, Wichita and Affiliated Tribes,
Apache, Tonkawa, and Jicarilla Apache Nation were sent. All correspondence will be on file at
the TxDOT Lubbock District office. No responses were received.

- TxDOT coordinated with the Lubbock County Historical Commission for historic-age resources
to meet the requirements of Section 106; the Lubbock County Historic Preservation Officer
concluded the project “will not affect any historic properties.” TxDOT historians determined
individual project coordination with the SHPO would not be required.

- TxDOT coordinated with TPWD WHAB for species without BMPs and impacts to vegetation.

- TxDOT will coordinate with owners of transformers, electrical transmission lines, and
residential propane tanks as needed if relocation is required.

- TxDOT will coordinate with TCEQ in regards to potential groundwater and soil contamination
associated with a contamination plume from the former Reese Air Force Base, if needed.

- According to TxDOT’s MOU with TCEQ, TxDOT coordinated with TCEQ by providing TCEQ with a
combined notice of availability of the Draft EA and a notice of a public hearing.

Coordination with these agencies will be included in the project record on file at the TxDOT Lubbock
District Office when coordination is complete.

7.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

On February 20, 2018, TxDOT held a public meeting at the Lubbock-Cooper Performing Arts Center,
located at 16302 Loop 493, Lubbock, TX 79423. Notices of the meeting were provided in English and
in Spanish, were posted on TxDOT's website, and were sent to local media. A total of 116 members of
the public signed in at the meeting, and four comments were received during the public comment
period. All four comments supported the project, and two comments recommended shifting part of the
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alignment farther east to reduce cost and to benefit the public. The Public Meeting Summary is
available for review at the TxDOT Lubbock District Office.

On July 24, 2018, TxDOT held a second public meeting at the Lubbock-Cooper Performing Arts Center,
located at 16302 Loop 493, Lubbock, TX 79423. Notices of the meeting were provided in English, was
posted on TxDOT's website, and were sent to local media. A total of 185 members of the public signed
in at the meeting, and 44 comments were received during the public comment period concerning
Segments 1, 2, and 4 of the Loop 88 project. Comments concerning Segments 1 and 2 of the Loop
88 project primarily discussed concerns about impacts to properties and farmland and the project
alignment, as well as project design suggestions, requesting the engineers consider farming
equipment when designing overpasses, questions about TxDOT purchasing ROW, TxDOT
communication throughout the project, approval/disapproval of the public meeting, and safety. The
Public Meeting Summary is available for review at the TxDOT Lubbock District Office.

A virtual public hearing was held on June 9, 2020 at 4:00 P.M on the TxDOT and Lubbock County
websites that included a pre-recorded presentation and written transcript. Notices of the virtual public
hearing and a notice of availability for the Draft EA were mailed to adjacent property owners, other
interested parties, and public officials. Notice of the virtual public hearing and a notice of availability
for the Draft EA were published in the Lubbock Avalanche Journal newspaper on May 24, 2020.
Notices were also posted on the TxDOT and Lubbock County websites, on TxDOT social media
accounts, and sent to the local media. The draft EA, environmental technical reports, and project
schematics were available for download and review on the websites. Comments were requested and
received. Comments received consisted of support for the project and concern about displacing
properties in a developing neighborhood. The public hearing summary is available for review at the
TxDOT Lubbock District Office.

A notice of availability of the final EA will be issued, and a FONSI will not be signed until 30 days after
the notice of availability of the final EA. A notice of impending construction will also be provided to
owners of adjoining property and affected local governments and public officials. The notice may be
provided via signs or signs posted within the TXDOT ROW, mailed notice, printed notice distributed by
hand, or notice via the TxDOT website. The notice will be provided after an environmental decision is
made, but before earthmoving or other activities requiring use of heavy equipment begin.

8.0 POST-ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE ACTIVITIES AND CONTRACTOR COMMITMENTS
8.1 Post-Environmental Clearance Activities

After issuance of a FONSI, there are unresolved environmental activities that will need to be performed
and finalized. These activities are detailed below.

1. Intensive archeological surveys will be completed once TxDOT acquires ROW for the proposed
project.

2. The Build Alternative would include 5 or more acres of earth disturbance. TxXDOT would comply
with TCEQ’s TPDES CGP. An SW3P would be prepared and implemented, and a construction
site notice would be posted on the construction site. An NOI would be required.
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3.

8.2

Construction of the proposed project may require temporary lane closures in some areas.
However, these are expected to be of short duration with no major traffic flow disruptions on
the existing roadways. TxDOT will work with community members to notify them of closures
and limited access.

A notice of impending construction will also be provided to owners of adjoining property and
affected local governments and public officials.

A copy of the traffic noise analysis will be made available to local officials to assist in future
land use planning.

Contractor Communications

Project-specific avoidance measures and special instructions, including BMPs are provided on the
standard EPIC sheet, and detailed below.

1.

If unanticipated archeological deposits are encountered during construction, work in the
immediate area will cease and TxDOT archeological staff will be contacted to initiate post-
review discovery procedures.

In the event that migratory birds are encountered on-site during project construction, every
effort would be made to avoid protected birds, active nests, eggs, and/or young. Contractors
would not collect, capture, relocate, or transport birds, eggs, young, or active nests without a
permit.

The proposed project contains potential habitat for the black-tailed prairie dog. Fossorial
Mammal BMPs will be implemented and contractors would be advised of the potential
occurrence in the project area, and to avoid harming the species if encountered.

The proposed project contains potential habitat for the eastern/plains spotted skunk, swift fox,
western hog-nosed skunk, American badger, and prairie vole. Contractors will be advised of
the potential occurrence within the project area, and to avoid harming the species if
encountered, and to avoid unnecessary impacts to dens.

The proposed project contains potential habitat for the Texas horned lizard. Terrestrial Reptile
BMPs will be implemented and contractors would be advised of the potential occurrence in
the project area, and to avoid harming the species if encountered. This should include avoiding
harvester ant mounds in the selection of PSLs, where feasible.

The proposed project contains potential habitat for the western box turtle, western hognose
snake, and western rattlesnake. Terrestrial Reptile BMPs will be implemented.

The proposed project contains potential habitat for mountain plover and western burrowing
owl; therefore, Bird BMPs will be implemented.

Should SGCN plants be found within the project footprint they will be protected with temporary
fencing and the contractor will be alerted to avoid disturbing the plants. TPWD will be contacted
should this occur.
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9. Contractors will be advised to avoid the placement of PSLs on the margin or in drainage areas
of playas.

10. In accordance with the EO 13112 on Invasive Species and the Executive Memorandum on
Beneficial Landscaping, permanent soil erosion control features would be constructed as soon
as feasible during the early stages of construction through proper sodding and/or seeding
techniques. Disturbed areas would be restored and stabilized as soon as the construction
schedule permits. Therefore, seeding and replanting with TxDOT approved seeding
specifications would be performed where possible.

11. The potential impacts of particulate matter emissions will be minimized by using fugitive dust
control measures contained in standard specifications, as appropriate. TxDOT encourages
construction contractors to use TERP and other local and federal incentive programs to the
fullest extent possible to minimize diesel emissions.

12. Any unanticipated hazardous material and/or petroleum contamination encountered during
construction of the proposed project would be handled according to applicable federal and
state regulations per TxDOT Standard Specification.

13. Provisions will be included in the plans and specifications that require the contractor to make
every reasonable effort to minimize construction noise through abatement measures such as
work-hour controls and proper maintenance of muffler systems.

9.0 CONCLUSION

The analysis of alternatives for the proposed project determined that improvements proposed under
the Build Alternative would meet the need and purpose of the project. The engineering, social,
economic, and environmental studies conducted on the improvements as proposed by the Build
Alternative indicate that the project would result in no significant adverse impacts on the human or
natural environment at a level that would warrant an EIS; therefore, a FONSI is recommended.
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Project Photos
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Photo 1. Northern project limit US 84, facing east.

Photo 2. Southern limit 0.5 mile northwest of US 62/82, facing north.
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Photo 4. Representative photo of dirt roads/existing infrastructure within project area.
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Photo 6. Representative photo of houses in the project area.
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Photo 7. Representative photo of houses in the project area.
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Photo 8. Representative photo of mobile homes in the project area.
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Photo 9. Representative photo of agricultural land use throughout most of the project area.

Photo 10. Representative photo of agricultural land use throughout most of the project area.
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Photo 11. Representative photo of agricultural land use throughout most of the project area.
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Schematics

Loor 88 SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 - ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT APPENDICES
LuBBOCK COUNTY, TEXAS
CSJ: 1502-02-002



. \TxDOT—COL—Half_PDF pltcfq

DVasquez

12:04:17 PM

9/10/2019

|_
=
T
o2
e
20y
o>
1T
Sa
O
m O
&L
a0
('
o

.. \TxDOT-COL-Hal f*PDF.pltcfg

SL 88 SCHEMATIC

qn

PRELIMINARY
SUBJECT TO CHANGE

LUBBOCK LOOP 88 SEG 1&2; CSJ: 1502-02-002

LUBBOCK

0.5 MILES NORTH OF US 62

ROADWAY:
COUNTY:

LIMITS FROM: US 84
LIMITS TO:

N:\P5313-0005—16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_01.d

]

EB FRONTAGE

PI STATION
DELTA

DEGREE OF CURVE
TANGENT

LENGTH

RADIUS

PC STATION

PT STATION

WB FRONTAGE

PI STATION
DELTA

DEGREE OF CURVE
TANGENT

LENGTH

RADIUS

PC STATION

PT STATION

22142+84.18

28° 45’ 07./52" (RT)
14° 36° 58.57"
100.47

196. 71

392.00

22141+83. 71
22143+80. 42

POT 2125+25.05

12166+07. 04

14° 35" 159,36" (LT)
0° 43" 45.57"

1, 006. 36

2,001.83

7,856.00
12156+00. 67
12176+02.50

POT 25+61.01

& S
S i
PI STATION = 22146+56.172 . ‘ o
DELTA = 12° 06’ 15.54" (LT) N =
DEGREE_OF CURVE = 3° 47’ 03.83" . | 2 ‘
TANGENT = 160.52 ‘ ©__POT 10+00.00
LENGTH = 319,85 / il ‘ F S —
RADIUS = 1,514.00 v / N | Ci
PC STATION = 22144+96. 20 ‘ / \ $ . ]
PT STATION = 22148+16.04 ! . H : —
G % | 1 % i
3 | j i Sy I8 1
| i L T4 ) K J
............. T e | i | ¥ [ < gl \!
‘ T - 52 A | g o @ i
: A PR ‘: 8l : t ; © Q_! 1
) A T - | | { = x £i i
I .| ! -l . I | w ; = ‘ S5 IRl | BF
| . el fooary s ! | ; < B EB FRONTAGE RD | B EB FRONTAGE RD
‘ ‘ 1 = LT L | | S [
<l N FRONTAGE ROA !
: %s | . . O B o P A U i N I WA I PROPRON . St INosbelemegorimanb o e Tk 22142+10. 53 . ¥
: s R . . . - =l i e S RSSO e G N MATCH ER 157 PAVENERT : - !
N-88° 04 -32.20" W - : : z : = ’ X :
..... P AL ) AL D, '“"""""‘"”‘"'—w—!««.-. = = = e
- 2130§00 ey i it ittt el el S TRt ottt Ssiiio il elioiot ettt st ettt FM 2641 - T IOUTUU 1T 007UU ccTOUTUU L TOOTUU - I &£ TOVIUU
- 3 L . . ; : . . - g .
~— e
N Rt > 1
—_ -y L
N F =l — i |
© [ aaaey 4 b
+ <z
o~ -~ = . |
S T [y b |
h T~ ~ 4
kS e~ Y Bi |
------------------------------ : 23 3 i |
___________ g \70 . o ({0
______ S 2745+00 "“:9~.__W r_g‘ i|
— —_ N-lk.' - |
e s e ™ | "
- e~ . <o f ] q
=l 5 i | S
- 2755?5' ? ‘!‘ ; g
T 0 - © € LUBBOCK LOOP 88 1 E € LUBBOCK LOOP 88
: Ceea e oo - \ 4 o
—. e o I &
~.. 2755+00 Tt — T \‘I‘ ——
- B ° by ° ° el - et B v e s T ks e et e L B L R I B b e P e s B e R ot s - - e L e T thgi’Jo.tL4'ﬁ8~w ....... R e — | e SRR B e e T N Jom s e e e ] :‘7';?:""' ..... e s e e . e b e e IRTTNEY ASPRE l.._.’--z-égl6+00
; T ‘ T I R 2160+00 2165+00 2170+00 2175+00 2180+00 2185+00 2190+00 i 2195+00
¢ "'~..__ L3
! e i
: T S PR i~ il
oo o0 —_ - 1
sf2 . 32| = : \ e
o= =} o= U T e \ ‘\i\k‘
_________ Iy -
500 150 IOO 50 50 ................................... = » I
250 160 :25(538 | 150 700 42138 42188 V100 e e Y . ,_I
1050 50/ 230/ /\.200 150/| |gs50 650 150 > < , ! - I
= = So \ : “ o il
i 0 8gg 1 i B g S i
4 DS 1 1 \ 5 +
150 250 |I@N2 200 200 \ & 2 ol
~ e < 8 ! :
< T 7 (: 13 .\.,-—"'—LJ -
SL 88 '5 :) ) __ ___.-—..—..—
" : @ o L et e =T
= ) N e e
o | 1100 550 9 50 50 . W R e 50000 B 00 0 0 BT 30 I D b e RS A0 —Th 0 |0 = 005 0 0 00— 0 = P00 ; R At = L — =T
ged 1950  730,'232% oo | 100 100t o R ~ TS - Shenbienbionkls skl = oo aellentlnbie Aeekdeel s Skl T cmee= = BROP ROW
omo |\2450 850/|| QL ® wod (150 150/ londo . ) SN -
ket —= — S - = n-w BEGIN WB FRONTAGE ROAD B A SR (f AR SRR T bl
550 2450 | /200 1300 50 1250 1250 /200 STA 12145+61.98 N N A PROP ROW 1 B WB FRONTAGE RD
750 7920”320 2300 100 2200 2200 (229 LEGEND MATCH EXIST PAVEMENT ‘
859 1100 200 2650 150, 12500 2500/ 300 XXXX-2030 ADT -
XXXX-2050 ADT X
XXXX-2060 ADT B WB FRONTAGE RD

IF /?
L 1 =
e NE - &
e O =
-‘\_/ ) |3 Co m
NS 8 * = Q
5 o n d
SO <G
N?L.\ Tl > - On0
g AT O
' - u'/iéoé{% 2 1 Q O
T N m W
{ Py N =] i )
o i y \ - 8
Z e i =L é\wf ISR o
< / . i )

END
PROJECT

| | \HH

VICINITY MAP

(N.T.S.)

LEGEND

D PROPOSED MAINLANES
FRONTAGE ROADS
— DIRECT CONNECTORS
(I RAMPS
] EXISTING STRUCTURES

EXISTING PLAYA
PROPOSED BRIDGE STRUCTURES

PROPOSED MAINLANES

PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS

PROPOSED RAMPS

PROPOSED CONNECTORS
PROPOSED EMBANKMENT

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL

PROPOSED STRIPING
—-—) PROPOSED LANE INDICATOR

PROPOSED RIGHT-OF-WAY

PROPOSED CONTROL OF ACCESS (COA)

PROPOSED DRAINAGE EASEMENT

SL 88 SCHEMATIC

EXISTING PLANIMETRIC
EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY
EXISTING PARCEL MAP

FUTURE ROADWAY (BY OTHERS)

FUTURE DRIVEWAYS

EXISTING ROADWAY TO BE REMOVED
[— EXISTING LANE INDICATOR

DESIGN CRITERIA

FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION: FREEWAY - URBAN
MAINLANE DESIGN SPEED: 75 MPH
FRONTAGE RD DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
RAMP DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
DIR. CONN. DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH

L
-
> <
™ X T
0 50 100 200 (1) = z
=
1 § 8
- > 10 20 (V) =
— -
w o
o ]
En' o -
F-6932 ]
;z?i; éggy Freeway, D
ECH ;gﬁ;gglogggagﬂmw D
281-945-0081 FX

PRELIMINARY

Document Incomplete: not intended
for permit, bidding or construction.

N

S

S

N

3

=

[

°
Engineer:  MIGUEL PONCE III, P.E. 3 o
PE. Serial No. 67936 e 9
w w
Date: 9/10/2019 3 o
o £
(o] x
o o
- « =z
f SCHEMATIC LAYOUT “ § 8 ﬁ"_.;
® LUBBOCK COUNTY 2233
CSJ: 1502-02-002 3242

Ims STATE LOOP 88 SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 . g
P ooriment GEOMETRIC DESIGN ZoEC
FROM: BEGIN PROJECT g E [N
TO: STA 2210+00 <5SEE
oQ=2=
©Xx o3
DATE:
\ LUBBOCK DISTRICT REviszD: y 1

REVISION APPROVAL DATE: ] 9

.pltctg

A\ IxDOT—=COL—=Half_PDF

DVasquez

019 12:04:7/ PM

10

N:\P5313-0005—-16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_01.dgn



LUBBOCK DISTRICT
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

®

.. \TxDOT-COL-Hal f*PDF.pltcfg

SL 88 SCHEMATIC

€ LUBBOCK LOOP 88

o - ’ ' | |
(@)
PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 400 v l || ‘
€ LUBBOCK OUTER ROUTE 7 ‘ NF ‘ 1 -
PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200 PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200 e; - BEGIN Z
oY  PoOT 10+00.00 \, . PROJECT — w
70’ ROADWAY 70’ ROADWAY & T 0SS
. 2 . O J‘ g ! =
= 100 120 120 120 120 1N i 12 12t 12 12 | 10’ = : N / . o
S SHLDR | AUX. | LANE | LANE | LANE |SHLDR[ | [SALDR| TANE | TANE | LANE | AUX. |SHLDR S Ry / ] [ (@)
o LANE LANE 5 - » | T —] 0 2
8 : : 2 -y~ = W
: el 1L t 111 : - S = 2L
g PGL B WB FRONTAGE ROAD g | N - v W
& B EB FRONTAGE ROAD W L2 00x 2. 00% ﬂ & ! ifo) - T O =)
M il 120 12 a2 ‘ 12 14’ 32° | 1‘52 | = =
20 s 12 120 a4 TANE | TANE | LANE | LANE | LANE . u - - 3) O+
I | . — =
8 ! $ RAMP S103 i o I m O
3 PAVEMENT PAVEMENT : " B © ﬁi ] I 5 - o0 LW
7 ! = ? ~ - : - i
i : s g 1)) ol ™ ; 1-g
i : Q + B EB FRONTAGE RD ha | 7—“ \ a S
" | . & o e N | Sy (a
~ 0 N o~ < o m : | S
N tt i e L P R R e R e R R R = "\l L o 5 =g
PAVEMENT L] L] PAVEMENT by o < e Q O TE e ~ Ti ©
" 8 EB FRONTAGE RD ) = = ' " N TUTrmeeen J4] e N .
SECTION A_A < = == pom— SR ;————— 4 S Y T e s n = e s e e e s o e el — e 6 e o .‘-_*_._._._.'*.u E | \‘ ﬂ 3§
L(tlj _____ . i o - S 22200 00U [3) 22243700 < 3§
s i = END BRIDGE - a = € LUBBOCK LOOP 88 I N 53
..... ) STA 2248+04.56 : \
BEGIN BRIDGE - X 3
STA 2243+84.51 *Fﬁﬁ ‘li:f: i
‘ ¥

| 100+00. 00

VICINITY MAP

A — - - (NTs.)

BEGIN MAINLANES
STA 2223+70.17 -
MATCH EXIST PAVEMENT -

LEGEND

Z1

§5781-222

AMP S104

.8 “20+01

- 28,900 Yo

—

s PROPOSED MAINLANES
FRONTAGE ROADS

(I DIRECT CONNECTORS
..... AR \ v o ‘ 2 . 7 o el ~. (| EXISTING STRUCTURES

EXISTING PLAYA

,4-

|

B WB FRONTAGE RD

PRELIMINARY

SUBJECT TO CHANGE

qn

. \TxDOT—COL—Half_PDF pltcfq

DVasquez

LUBBOCK LOOP 88 SEG 1&2; CSJ: 1502-02-002

LUBBOCK
0.5 MILES NORTH OF US 62

12:04:38 PM

ROADWAY:

N> | COUNTY:
LIMITS FROM: US 84
LIMITS TO:

N:\P5313-0005—16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_02.d

9/10/2019

0

I
PROPOSED BRIDGE STRUCTURES <
PROPOSED MAINLANES E
TEXAS o )
b PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 400 PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS I I I
]79 Vo) € LUBBOCK QUTER ROUTE
- PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200’ PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200’ ~l“ PROPOSED RAMPS
400 300 159| 1200 @ 150 30 o R,
EXIT 1 /2 MILE -——600 300 O 300 -~ 450 70" ROADWAY 70" ROADWAY N PROPOSED CONNECTORS
R
: o N |[|[oo o = 10° 12° 12° 12° 12° 117\, 117 12° 12° 12° 12° 10° = v “H—b—b—ObO—Oe PROPOSED EMBANKMENT O
i % 650 ?80 229 (ﬁgo ?80 oo ‘180 250 /{50— S SRLOR UK. " TANE ~T"CANE | "LANE [ ZHLOR| | [SRLORT LANE T LANE ["LANE | AUX. [3HLOR S é
L EXIT ONLY 1000 350 o LANE LANE o PROPOSED RETAINING WALL
\; 1300 \& 150 150 150 150 ‘—:.55'88/ 500 o o
1 1 o )
i EB FRONTAGE T 1 a 2’ 2’ 3 VoLl 24 PROPOSED STRIPING
. . . . . | s : — L tttt = :
PI STATION = 2245+15.39 PI STATION = 2285+35.16 PI STATION = 22199+07. 31 PI STATION = 22221+63.25 PI STATION = 22262+29.74 700 ] S
¥ DELTA = 7° 26" 13.91" (RT) DELTA = 29° 477 16.78" (RT) DELTA = 7° 517 16.56" (LT) DELTA = 7°°46° 13.91" (RT) DELTA = 29° 477 16.78" (RT) ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 650 2500 SL 88 < B EB FRONTAGE ROAD 2.00% Fo 2.00% B WB FRONTAGE ROAD < — PROPOSED LANE INDICATOR w
L DEGREE OF CURVE = 0° 29’ 53.61" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 05’ 51.43" DEGREE OF CURVE = 0° 43’ 36.25" DEGREE OF CURVE = 0° 29’ 32.03" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 04’ 08.22" 800 —3000 . . . ‘ , , , I r2-00% 200w /l w
TANGENT = 781.02 TANGENT = 1,388.35 TANGENT = 541,25 TANGENT = 790.53 TANGENT = 1,425.58 [ | 32 e 12 12 12 - PROPOSED RIGHT-OF-WAY
;:; LENGTH = 1,559,65 LENGTH = 2,713.87 LENGTH = 1,080. 81 LENGTH = 1,578.63 LENGTH - 2,786.66 1750 1750 so oo m , LANE "["LANE “["LANE a2 | e e a0’
RADIUS = 11,500.00 RADIUS = 5,220.00 RADIUS = 7,884.00 RADIUS = 11,640.00 RADIUS = 5,360.00 2950 2950 50 2°9 | 50 50 odw |50 150 300 pe TANE VLR PROPOSED CONTROL OF ACCESS (COA) |
n PC STATION = 2237+34.317 PC STATION = 2271+46.81 PC STATION = 22193+66.06 PC STATION = 22213+72.73 PC STATION = 22248+04.16 3550 3550 100 100 1004 7~ |;100 550 ggg PAVEMENT PAVEMENT S
i PT STATION = 2252+94.02 PT STATION = 2298+60.68 PT STATION = 22204+46.87 PT STATION = 22229+51.36 PT STATION = 22275+90. 81 o 15 150 15 150 \ 5 CTITIT PROPOSED DRAINAGE EASEMENT CD
a 200 150 T00 .~ 150 2= 200 250 -
. ‘2100 300 50 200 300 50 300 200 EXISTING PLANIMETRIC
x WR_ERONTAGE RAMP_10] RAMP_102 RAMP_103 RAMP 104 600 as0 {997 300 as0| 199 600 750
P1 STATION = 12188+92,07 PI STATION = 12215409, 39 PI STATION = 12254+82.45 P1 STATION = 110+42.79 P1 STATION = 105+78.95 P1 STATION = 101+04.76 PI STATION = 110+53.23 ToTrTmrTm e EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY
DELTA = 6° 44’ 42.81" (RT) DELTA = 7° 467 13.91" (RT) DELTA = 29° 47' 16.78" (RT)  DELTA = 6° 50° 36.23" (LT) DELTA = 6° 44’ 42.81" (RT) DELTA = 4° 00’ 00.00" (LT) DELTA = 1° 547 51.56" (LT) LEGEND . . EXISTING PARCEL MAP
DEGREE OF CURVE = 0° 43’ 36.25 DEGREE _OF CURVE = 0° 30’ 15.71 DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 07’ 40.33 DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 35.49" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 35.49" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 35.49" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 03.56" PAVEMENT PAVEMENT
TANGENT = 464.61 TANGENT = 771.51 TANGENT = 1,351,101 TANGENT = 179.37 TANGENT = 176.79 TANGENT = 104.76 TANGENT = 50.36 XXXX-2030 ADT
LENGTH = 928.15 LENGTH = 1,540.66 LENGTH = 2,641.08 LENGTH - 358. 32 LENGTH - 353.18 LENGTH = 209. 44 LENGTH - 100.70 XXXX-2050 ADT SECT ION B_B ffffffffffffffffff FUTURE ROADWAY (BY OTHERS)
RADIUS = 7,884.00 RADIUS = 11, 360.00 RADIUS = 5,080.00 RADIUS = 3,000.00 RADIUS = 3,000.00 RADIUS = 3,000.00 RADIUS = 3,014.00 XXXX-2060 ADT SDLELUITIVIN D7D
PC STATION = 12184+27.46 PC STATION = 12207+37.88 PC STATION = 12241+31.33 PC STATION = 108+63.42 PC STATION = 104+02.15 PC STATION = 100+00. 00 PC STATION = 110+02. 87 FUTURE DRIVEWAYS
PT STATION = 12193+55.61 PT STATION = 12222+78.53 PT STATION = 12267+72.42 PT STATION = 112+21.74 PT STATION = 107+55.33 PT STATION = 102+09. 44 PT STATION = 111+03.57
BRRXEXA EXISTING ROADWAY TO BE REMOVED
l:') EXISTING LANE INDICATOR
DESIGN CRITERIA
STA = fgaG«oo.oo
ex = - t FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION: FREEWAY - URBAN
3,330 R-. 333-717-84 3,330 MAINLANE DESIGN SPEED: 75 MPH
L = 2,000.00° FRONTAGE RD DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
N RAMP DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
3,3 g DIR. CONN. DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
, 320 : 3,320
0 "oz § L
> - 3-000 3. Q090 - )
g - jS2 8 3 " O
g . " >_
3,310 N 2 hed . A 3,310 e <
~ ~ =) 154 T
o ~ & o 3 0 50 100 200 (H) <ZE $)
() IS - wzﬁﬁ
" ' PROP PGL SL88 S | 23
. ©
3,300 L_:u : — | — o 5 3, 300 0 5 10 20 (V) g l_
- : e — b5
~N
o (&}
3,290 p < _— BEGIN BRIDGE = END BRIDGE T~ g 3. 200 o 8
: : - ek e
8 S / s RAMP S103 — 1 | . o Saite 5000 o -
o - o . ®|= > ~—1 | !\ 0 L _ — ——————-(+70.3700 %#+)0.4600 % . ____ F=—""] T HouoloD: (esos, T 10% 2}
IS S © =4 ®© e P " g 281-945-0081 FX
3,280 2 BEGIN PROP PGL SL88 = = ~ = ~ \ﬂ T ° I R R T S A 3,280 CIVIL ENGINEERS, INC
. . 0 = © = = S
s /AR e : 7 o B TE——e——
& ! . — Y S R e R 5 0 3°(70. 3700 % ] STA = 2284+98, 00
. RAMP S102 7. I D RAMP 5104 EL = 3,286.57° =
- ___——= 00 " N R I R B " S
3,270 S e o , 5,270 PRELIMINARY 3
E—— === o o STA = 2259+56.00 3
777777 I e —o ° NATURAL GROUND o 1A 7,282 ) ) 3
[ I D I ) S = EL= 503’ 271.16 © Document Incomplete: not intended 5
3,260 0 L——— =7 =7~ - RAMP S101 2”;1_2589’77‘ 77 g g L |z 700.00" < 3 260 for permit, bidding or construction. 8
EPEETY A A ] © S : Engineer:  MIGUEL PONCE [11, P.E. g w
L| = 482.01 S & " PE. Serial No. 67936 °o g
"
o - . Date: 9/10/2019 o 6
3,250 = > _ 3,250 o z
= o x
o 9 ]
O. ( \ < (x) *
$ e SCHEMATIC LAYOUT I g8 u
3,240 - 3,240 ® LUBBOCK COUNTY % g 3=
© CSJ: 1502-02-002 3242
o l,m STATE LOOP 88 SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 . E
rment GEOMETRIC DESIGN .20
by Transportation SO ST
3,230 = : - .
2% . S . A . . i . | e e |2 A i . . A . S ) |~ 24 > ; % . . . . ; 2|4 > . . . 1S i N A A o o i N i 21> e ~S . : ) 4 1 . i 2% . . A : . g K . . ™ K 2 )< . - 2822
al55 o & © o 38 33 R3S R NS R 2R 2< | A @~ S < P &~ o~ YR SR I S o S S S o S >~ o~ &~ P S~ ® I~ 2 &2 S 2R 2R 2R 2R 28 28 28 28 88 & w ® © > /% ® & ® o ® o ® o ® o ® o ® % /% ® @ ® @ 3 @ @ ® ® ® 3@ 3 o o o & o 8 > , —
8 Zg NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN [aNAReN] [aNAReN] [aVAReN] [aVAReN) [aVAReN) MmN ™M N ™M N ™M N ™M N ™M N M N MmN ™Mo [SVAReN] [SVAReN] [SVAReN] [SVARaN] [SVARSN] NN NN NN [aVARaN] NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN [SVANeN] [SNAReN] [aVAReN] [aVAReN] [aVARaN] NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN [SVANeN] [SVAReN] [aVAReN] [aVARaN] [aVANaN) [SVANaN) NN NN N APPRbVED: 2
a|l=5 M M M i R R R M R R R R R M M e e e " M M M R R M R R M M W W W " " i I M M M i R M R R R R R R W R R R e i " " R M R M R R R M M M R W " " M ~ \LUBBOCKDISTRICT REVISED: @ VAL DATE: y
2210+00 2215+00 2220+00 2225+00 2230+00 2235+00 2240+00 2245+00 2250+00 2255+00 2260+00 2265+00 2270+00 2275+00 2280+00 2285+00 2290+00 2295+00 19

N:\P5313-0005—-16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_02.dgn

.pltctg

A\ IxDOT—=COL—=Half_PDF

:04: PM DVasquez

0719

10



LUBBOCK DISTRICT
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

®

(ation

Texas
tment

Depart

of Trai

y £

.. \TxDOT-COL-Hal f*PDF.pltcfg

SL 88 SCHEMATIC

PRELIMINARY
SUBJECT TO CHANGE

qn

. \TxDOT—COL—Half_PDF pltcfq

LUBBOCK LOOP 88 SEG 1&2; CSJ: 1502-02-002

LUBBOCK

DVasquez

0.5 MILES NORTH OF US 62

12:04:58 PM
ROADWAY:
W | COUNTY:
LIMITS FROM: US 84
LIMITS TO:

N:\P5313-0005—16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_03.d

9/10/2019

0

TN T
MATNI ANE EB FRONTAGE W8 FRONTAGE SN | . | 'l ] |
PI STATION = 2322+92.69 PI STATION = 22299+85.71 PI STATION = 12292+41.54 o\ e PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 400°
DELTA = 29° 417 39,54" (LT) DELTA = 29° 417 39.54" (LT) DELTA = 29° 417 39.54" (LT) SR @ LUBBOCK OUTER ROUTE | ] — =
DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 05’ 51.43" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 07‘ 40.33" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 04° 08.22" A . . —
TANGENT = 1,383.78 TANGENT = 1,346.67 TANGENT = 1,420.89 P PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200 PROPOSED R.0O.W. WIDTH 200 L BEGIN | zZ
LENGTH = 2,705.34 LENGTH = 2,632.78 LENGTH = 2,777.89 D \S_ d PROJECT  w
RADIUS = 5,220.00 RADIUS = 5,080.00 RADIUS = 5,360.00 70’ _ROADWAY 70’ ROADWAY . =
PC STATION = 2309+08.91 PC STATION = 22286+39.04 PC STATION = 12278+20. 64 . ] ] ] ] ] 2 ] ] ] ] ] ] . J i et
PT STATION = 2336+14.25 PT STATION = 22312+71.82 PT STATION = 12305+98. 54 K> N = 100 T2 2t 12 1Rt TN ey 12 ) et 12 12ty 10 = x O
e} N °. SHLDR | AUX. LANE LANE LANE |SHLDR| SHLDR| LANE LANE LANE AUX. |SHLDR ° / Cm O
RAMP 105 RAMP 106 LN\ I LANE LANE o ANy = = et
PI STATION = 100+27.91 PL STATION = 107+86.12 PI STATION = 100+44.54 N | 2 ) ) 2 i ' I [22] i
DELTA = 1° 03’ 40.45" (RT) DELTA = 5° 00° 00.00" (LT) DELTA = 1° 417 35.13" (LT) k 8 2 1 l 1 1 T T t T 2 g el )
DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 03.56" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54° 35.49" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54° 03.56" S ] QL it 3 >
TANGENT = 27.91 TANGENT = 130.98 TANGENT = 44.54 o B EB FRONTAGE ROAD ) PGL . B WB FRONTAGE ROAD o K e L
LENGTH - 55,83 LENGTH - 261.80 LENGTH - 89,06 0 Le2.00% 2,000 /] , , ] , , = ‘ O 0
RADIUS = 3,014.00 RADIUS = 3,000. 00 RADIUS = 3,014.00 M M 120 2 12 | 12 14 32 LN
PC STATION = 100+00. 00 PC STATION = 106+55. 14 PC STATION = 100+00. 00 40’ 8, 1z | 12 4 LANE ™| "LANE"["LANE [ LANE "["LANE - - 2 O -
PT STATION = 100+55.83 PT STATION = 109+16. 94 PT STATION = 100+89.06 ; ENLOA LANE P i = mn O
a =
RAMP 107 RAMP 108 v = PAVEMENT PAVEMENT A U s - o Ll
PI STATION = 104+86. 94 PI STATION = 109+77.68 PI STATION = 100+51,95 P1 STATION = 107+04, 96 A ] o2
DELTA = 18° 26’ 20.36" (LT) DELTA = 0° 27’ 51.80" (RT) DELTA = 1° 59’ 03.49" (RT) DELTA = 11° 237 44,37" (LT 4 P 0 i o)
DEGEEE OF CURVE = ‘1“' 654;l 35. 49" DEGEEE OF CURVE = 1°2 34' 03.56" DEGSEE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 35.49" DEGEEE OF CURVE = |°0054'2 03.56" 1y E® \ Y
TANGENT = 486.9 TANGENT = 12,21 TANGENT = 51.95 TANGENT = 300.7 2|
LENGTH = 965. 46 LENGTH = 24,43 LENGTH = 103.90 LENGTH = 599. 46 C oun ty R d 1 6 0 0 v o
RADIUS = 3,000. 00 RADIUS = 3,014.00 RADIUS = 3,000. 00 RADIUS = 3,014.00 . T
PC STATION = 100+00. 00 PC STATION = 109+65. 46 PC STATION = 100+00. 00 PC STATION = 104+04. 24 - > T
PT STATION = 109+65. 46 PT STATION = 109+89. 89 PT STATION = 101+03.90 PT STATION = 110+03.70 S PAVEMENT EXIT 1/2 MILE N - ©
. = 2 §|
E | \‘ ﬂ 3§
- of
EXIT * ONLY I S 283
4 g
- T C \
: ﬁ?%%\ ‘t% i
o o ﬁ
[se]
2 . ; EXIT A ONLY 5] T
& | 2 \
© O o~ —— — | o
N 8 EB FRONTAGE RD R s ol - S - \l
= PROP ROW | [/ . 2 &l B RAMP S105 o C
) T 00 N ittt ettt Rttt iy A S é < B EB FRONTAGE RD o B8 EB FRONTAGE RD z VICINITY MAP
a e 2 PROP s e ™ (N.T.S.)
o 1 R LR TE PR PRI +1 O NS Row e N
9 —_. & ol el W S/ o T (R LT PP P U U SIS (&1‘ ............. (7))
) v e R N |t R o St ot wel =S S e — 5 —— : s —— : v LEGEND
Z 22323700 2233006 . (i et el ke . N c - PRIV
rzn € LUBBOCK LOOP 88 BEGIN BRIDGE | ‘?,)
STA 2353+88. 90 '}
(_n" \{_‘ e PROPOSED MAINLANES
> (o) [ FRONTAGE ROADS
0 i ] o (I DIRECT CONNECTORS O
B ----- o — = i— ] RAMPS —
g N Lo 3 END BRLDGE | EXISTING STRUCTURES I_
= N L
.................................................... =1 T b — WSSO TR T STA 2358+08.90 EXISTING PLAYA
6 PROP ROW ~ County Rd 6400 T73I5=00 = — e e — . == . K s - _ . L. : <
o N e Pt = SO T T ) SO . = ettt sl PROPOSED BRIDGE STRUCTURES
, L= N = 2 o e e e e B o e N (N [ o e gy LU
c}' B WB FRONTAGE RD EXIT ] MILE D s < ! Y SUPPRRI L
1 © . ! —.. O i PROPOSED MAINLANES
N L 8 © o u nt R d 6 4 0 0 . R e R R L e
o S ¢ o y - RN 3 PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS
o [ o > . N
2 EXIT ONLY I 3 B WB FRONTAGE RD ‘ R B WB FRONTAGE RD
[0 & RAP 106 EXIT 1/2 MILE @ PROPOSED RAMPS I
. w
| o PROPOSED CONNECTORS
PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 400’ i EXIT * ONLY N A—aa aaaa-a- PROPOSED EMBANKMENT ( )
b LUBBOCK QUTER RouTE - PROPOSED RETAINING WALL CD
PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200’ PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200’
PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 400° 2 poII20202024 PROPOSED STRIPING
. *58° ROADWAY *58° ROADWAY . ¢ LUBBOCK OUTER ROUTE 'I_ w
= , , , , 21 , , , , , = PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200’ PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200’ 4 —-—) PROPOSED LANE INDICATOR
C: B EB FRONTAGE ROAD SHILODR‘ LL%IE ‘ LL%IE ‘ L:liE ‘S}—IHIDR. .S}—I{LIDR‘ L',I'lzNE ‘ L',I'lzNE ‘ L',IAZNE ‘SHILODR B WB FRONTAGE ROAD q ejele] - 100 w
- - 70' ROADWAY 70’ ROADWAY 400 350 sowB 300 30011 100 400 450 - - PROPOSED RIGHT-OF-WAY
2 ‘ a i 7 . 850 750 O~ 650 650 |\150 750 850
g W0’ ez | 120 e » » 4 12 | 12,8 a0’ 2 = 100 12 2 e g e | N g i ) d2r ) i ) 12r ) o = 1100 950 =] 800 800 ||\ 950 1100 PROPOSED CONTROL OF ACCESS (COA) ]
é 2" 5 EHLDH LANE LANE | ﬁ—- l 1 1 1 1 T -—T o | LANE LANE $HLDR ’ ! é °. SHLDR | AUX. LANE LANE LANE |SHLDR| SHLDR| LANE LANE LANE AUX, |SHLDR 0'
a SDWLK S 9 SDWLK a « LANE LANE @ oo
= S P 1 1 1 50 50
({ » ‘ 2 o oL o 2 ‘ o X\ 5 ’ , 5 OT 21+95. 40 108 :gg 188 188 188 100\ Eﬁg {100 528 '@8— 27274 PROPOSED DRAINAGE EASEMENT CD
‘ ‘ ‘ g 2 L 1 l l l T T T T L2 g \& 150 150 150 150 - 150 y 300 EXISTING PLANIMETRIC
E B EB FRONTAGE ROAD PGL g T450 } } 500
PAVEMENT ‘ W 2. 00% 2. 00% /7 & WB FRONTAGE ROAD ggg 2500 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 350 1000 SL ss S EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY
_ 32 14 12 12 12 12 r . 2000, 550 12Q0
SECT ION C C TANE T CANE "[TANE " T"TANE " T"CANE 800 } } 700 EXISTING PARCEL MAP
PAVEMENT PAVEMENT PAVEMENT 250 ﬁ)‘ 50 ooy | 200 100 oo 50 ?988\\ }3388 —————————————————— FUTURE ROADWAY (BY OTHERS)
“ U B &y e B vYlsEE 0B e
15 o—- [k FUTURE DRIVEWAYS
200 150 100 300 | /00 400 450
300 200 100} 1160 2001128 550 650 BRRXEXA EXISTING ROADWAY TO BE REMOVED
SECTION B-B 250 300 100 120 700 LEGEND
) 150 1 |150 50011 200 850 XXXX-2030 ADT —> EXISTING LANE INDICATOR
XXXX-2050 ADT
PAVEMENT L1 XXXX-2060 ADT
DESIGN CRITERIA
FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION: FREEWAY - URBAN
3, 370 3,379 MAINLANE DESIGN SPEED: 75 MPH
STA = ?‘3‘ 58»90. 00 FRONTAGE RD DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
ex = - .
EL = 3,351.52 RAMP DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
K = 297 DIR. CONN. DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
L <60 L =71780.00 3, 360)
: 0]
S Z
< < N
o] ~ 0 ° (‘) Ll >— <
3, 350 " 0 0000003 000 - 3, 350 @ T
g - - ~ " 0 50 100 200 (H) <O
. . Z
% M _ E!’E;ﬁ —_ O
> " " " ! = =
3, 340 m i o 3,349 0 5 10 20 (V) =
$ S 2 PROP PGL SL88 o Tl 5
2] L —— ——— n o
= 8 8 _\ — — ; R o 1o
3, 330 : F 5 A ' \ < % 3. 339 F-6932 m
. + + o s
d r'; : // BEGIN BRIDGE _/ d \— END BRIDGE \\ &) = EN ECH éz?i; éggy g D
- S = ouston, Texas 77094 (D
_ ~ 281-945-0069 PH
8 STA_ = 2329#57.00 N ~ /g/ 0| \(;\( 281-945-0081 FX
3, 320 o o&x 1.79-2L | .. o = 5 |w I~ RAMP S107 — 3,320 CIVIL ENGINEERS, INC
Q K = 545 > > < - <
é SL = 300.00° /@/ 5 E ; \\\ RAMP S108
N
< o RAMP 105 _— " ” ‘%ﬁg :;L—i‘,, = g
3,310 Qo (U] _— " T e o [ —— -t -t ——— r—————————- — i T 9P 0. 3700 3,310 PRELIMINARY 8
Q > . . A =TT - " <
3 (+)0.4600 %(-)0.0900 % 3 o = : | :
E v 50 YR WSE === N (=)0.0900 % 3 o NATURAL GROUND o Document Incomplete: not intended i
T TR o X T T cab J ° ° §LA==22 ;@,9" 1.79 for permit, bidding or construction. 3
3, 300 o [ AMP S106 3 ) EL -%37312. 16 N 3, 309 e §
I E—— © < 3 k- 2031 tete s Engineer:  MIGUEL PONCE III, P.E. 3 o
RS f e = Sfa_=,2340+85. 00 © " L =7705.00° s PE. Serial No. 67936 o 3
— 1 [ e ———— 7 S T _cy ’ O [Te} hong
T = [ ) R R I B i il Eily S R " EF. 5,30 306.07 3 @ " Date: 9/10/2019 2 O
3,290 | @ | ————_ i e A LA I - 1 - 5°X2' RCB L. = 700.00’ N N ~ 3,299 & z
- r g 5 " § ¢
w > > = ;‘ « 5
b3 w f SCHEMATIC LAYOUT “ g8 u
5, 280 ~ 2 3, 28] ® LUBBOCK COUNTY 2233
x b CSJ: 1502-02-002 233828
m K3 l,m STATE LOOP 88 SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 . E
~ S eporinent o GEOMETRIC DESIGN 25808
3, 270 T N 3,270 FROM: STA 2295+00 g oo
= o < [© o~ ReaKe] N®© © ™ ST 22N ™ N © [ © N o™ ©w o N o[ < 0 [olle] O ® (S © < <O [e3Ke] O — N © © [0 T [e 3] [ e} N ©© T o™ O © <0 <~ 0 > O — ~< [ ®© [ aNTe] O — =™ N — M [ 1] O NS N < o N N~ N [ — — O oo [~ ~N n® [ ke o ~™ [o3Ken [ n o ~< 0 — [e31T9) — ™ N ™M o™ [o R o © ©© o M o ~o e TO:  STA 2375+00 <5SkEE
r= © — INIES) N < " " o < - < o N N N Sl ~ ~ @ @D o™ o™ o < S < o< =< =0 NI NS v © v © <~ <~ <0 0| 0| g o ey S S g [N o ™ o ™ O < O < © v o w © v ~ o o0 o~ o~ W~ © © o < o ~ o =) NS m| o W= o= ~| = o)~ o)~ |~ ~| < o= o= w| = N o< ~ - < - == © — N N < o N PN Z4 ) < x O -
a|lo> o0 o | © [e20Ke)] oo oo [e22Ne)] oo [e22Nep] o D [e2 2N o o oo oo Lo en] o o [e2BKen] [<20Ken] [e20Ke)] [e20Ne)] [e2lNe)] oo oo oo oo, oo, oo oo oo o om oo oo, oo oo o o o o o o o o oo oo oo oo oo o o o o o o o O o o - O - O — O - O N O N O N O N — M — M — M — M — M — M — M — M — M — M — M — M — M — N — N — N — N — —|— —|— —|— —|— —|— —|— —|— —|— — )
828 o~ NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN NN [SVANeN] [SNAReN] [aVAReN] NN NN NN NN NN M| N ™M N ™M N M N MmN MmN Mo ™M N ™M ™Moy LalEeN] MmN LaBEeN) M ™M ™M M ™M ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M Lalhel ™M M ™M M Leliiel Lelliel MM MM Lalliel Lalliel Lalihe) ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M Lalel Lalel MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM M ™M M M ™M M ™M M ™M M Laliiel MM MM MM ™M M Laliiel el APPRbVED:
a|l=5 > S M M M M S S " " " " " ™ = = = S S S S D S " S S w5 m w w w5 " " " = e M S S M S S " m w w " " " = = S D S S S M S S " " " " " " " " " " " s M M S " " " S " " » \LUBBOCKDISTRICT REVISED: AL DATE: y 3
2295+00 2300+00 2305+00 2310+00 2315+00 2320+00 2325+00 2330+00 2335+00 2340+00 2345+00 2350+00 2355+00 2360+00 2365+00 2370+00 2375+00 19

N:\P5313-0005—-16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_03.dgn

.pltctg

A\ IxDOT—=COL—=Half_PDF

DVasquez

019 12:04:58 PM

10



. \TxDOT-COL-Half*PDF.pltcfg

qn

. \TxDOT—COL—Half_PDF pltcfq

DVasquez

12:05:21 PM
N:\P5313-0005—16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_04.d

9/10/2019

- \ .} F
! I |
= e | “rll — =
- BEGIN 1
5 g \\ _ L PROJECT i Ic) g
7
z & KL Tl N2 8
— 7l 1=
5 o /LR T L B o
—_— Y — | =
o> s - o>
6 LéJ MA INLANE 4&4 ~H J r a t 6 LéJ
PI STATION = 2410+98.88 . LU N
O+ DELTA - 90° 177 46.18" (LT) PROPOSED R.0O.W. WIDTH 400 - 3] E l ‘ O -
m O DEGREE OF CURVE =10 05" 51.43" . @ LUBBOCK OUTER ROUTE T, I - - h oo
oLl Eé“ggw - g’ ggé gg 3, PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200° PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200" [T 5 - ol
2 8 sy RADIUS = 5.220.00 / T 2 8
— PC STATION = 2358+51.83 +58°_ ROADWAY <58’ ROADWAY 2 ~ o I
m PT STATION = 2440+78.37 ;' 10’ 12’ 127 127 'II’ZI 1 12" 12" 12" 10’ ;' %_}LL 5 [— n:
o EB FRONTAGE “"{’»’i\ﬁ WB FRONTAGE Z B NB FRONTAGE ROAD SHLDR‘ LANE ‘ LANE ‘ LANE ‘SHLDR. .SHLDR‘ LANE ‘ LANE | LANE [SHLDR & SB FRONTAGE ROAD : 20 0
PI STATION = 22386+15.73 PI STATION = 12382+23.90 e 8 ‘ g il b $ = |
e DELTA = 90° 17’ 46.18" (LT) DELTA = 90° 17° 46.18" (LT w8 40’ 8 12 | 12 4 2 2 4 12 | 12 8 40’ S i = - ®
J . DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 07’ 40.33" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 04’ 08.22" gl TE HLDR LANE | LANE |o ~ - e LANE  $HLDR N N - 4] e .
§ ~. TANGENT - 5,106.33 TANGENT - 5,387.78 ; m//SDWLK 3 - , 3 SDHLK \a o o BERSERE §
oF ~.. LENGTH = 8,005.90 LENGTH = 8,447.17 Nl 31 | s . 00% 4.004 5 | 31 Ll (@) IR . on § S i oF
38 . RADIUS = 5,080. 00 RADIUS = 5,360.00 AL et 2P o ! =4 ) | N 858
i ~.. PC STATION = 22335+09. 40 PC STATION = 12328+36.12 it 100000 =500 5100 055505555565 006 N 6B B 06 0 588 06 b6 0n e aag O ~ i
N Sl PT STATION = 22415+15,31 PT STATION = 12412+83.30 | ) = PAVEMENT * "y f PROJECT | H\ ) g
v- e SN ok 3., . 2. 00%,__ 6 us, o PAVEMENT O Sl | 1 1 ol ‘—J =
o,& .\..\ ,//,//// oy, 36 PGL SECT ION C—C W ~ - :.‘ | i i Uﬁ‘ l ﬁ
. [ "\,. | ‘H\
PAVEMENT S i | | e | : \ |
'~ 1 I\ ! |
. - ny i i " I Y BT T
N \ o . i i i
County Rd 1600 : @ . ! ! i VICINITY MAP
. , . i . y v & IR, Wl ! 1 | (N.T.S.)
KA . . Rt N < "~ i i i g
g. L S - = EXIT 1 MILE . i = : o[
. . . | 1) |
il - ab LEGEND
EXIT ONLY : : ——. o g
A S S e - . Tr=ee M ~ —B EB FRONTAGE RD § 8 o)
g ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, o (@]
fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff = + s PROPOSED MAINLANES
B EB FRONTAGE RO\ S IONSeN S LT == N e A TR~ T e e, e e s e e e ee— e e _: 8 [ FRONTAGE ROADS
O o ZZ2a o700 2 22320700 22425700 224930700 . \I: ;| * l:l DIRECT CONNECTORS O
~ ¢ LUBBOCK LOOP 88 N — RAMPS
I I
I— ....................... ! < (| EXISTING STRUCTURES I_
.......... >, <
< ol O* v EXISTING PLAYA <
SR o ——— T 440400 _ . _ . _ _  _2445+00 _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ 2450+00. _ _ . _ . _2455+00 _ _ = _ il _ 246
—s ke o soret o w PROPOSED BRIDGE STRUCTURES
2 (o} Z PROPOSED MAINLANES E
I I I -l PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS I I I
------ I PROPOSED RAMPS
T e s oo R TS Y73 G 1L
----- - PROPOSED CONNECTORS
O i ;.._.._.._.._.._P.R.O_P..R_ow ................................................................................................................... g PROPOSED EMBANKMENT o
nh ~ N
(D B WB FRONTAGE RD N 12-36" RCP PROPOSED RETAINING WALL CD
+
® 0020224 PROPOSED STRIPING
w Ceemm w - PROPOSED LANE INDICATOR CD
w B WB FRONTAGE RD T e w
...................... - PROPOSED RIGHT-OF-WAY
| 2 - 6'X3" RéB i PROPOSED CONTROL OF ACCESS (COA) |
(D EC L7717 PROPOSED DRAINAGE EASEMENT CD
!l ‘ EXISTING PLANIMETRIC
Ok R
on EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY
™
N E EXISTING PARCEL MAP
cw
au FUTURE ROADWAY (BY OTHERS)
FUTURE DRIVEWAYS
BRRXEXA EXISTING ROADWAY TO BE REMOVED
—> EXISTING LANE INDICATOR
DESIGN CRITERIA
FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION: FREEWAY - URBAN
MAINLANE DESIGN SPEED: 75 MPH
FRONTAGE RD DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
5 Lo RAMP DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
® o
< ~ 9 DIR. CONN. DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
i 3, 360 ~ o @ 3, 360) L
~ "™
O - o ()
Z " W . . Z
oo} <
E < b, 350 : - STA = 2430+77.00 3 s 3, 350 E <
I o o @ ex = -3.02 ) 5] 3 I
< O ° 0 EL = 3,334.63 = = 0 50 100 200 (H) << O
zZ S g8 K= 597 ) ) >
= O e @ |~ L = 1,200.00" ™M ™M Ej;;ﬁ = O
= p, 340 m TI(s " " 3, 340 ‘ =+
= < 0 5 10 20 (V) =
_I ~N N ~ . . _I
Ll (l_) STA = 2391+06.00 I % % N ., @ @ L (l_)
ex = -0.04’' 0 () [S] [S]
o W EL = 3:320.28" p4 o - | (+)0.9400 %500 1. 0700 8 8 I o w
O Dk 330 K = 1500 S S ; ; STA = 2454+00. 00 3, 330 o o
o B L 22330, 00 o > > ——— — N — —— - 2 EL = 3,316.70° 8 ! F-6932 m
(V] /-.9——:—//“\ v I I e e e = N S O 15021 Katy Freeway,
8 T (:70.2300 4 (%) 0‘.’9_-*—0-é ~————- “‘—%\ 3 o 2] Pouston “rexas 77094 (?)
e T 5 T & % Rt
[ R ——— T oz ~945-
3, 320 (13.0. 3700 7 (+)0,230Q % _ e ———r " & e s a5 () 3, 320 CIVIL ENGINEERS, INC
‘ v 1 __ ] e | 7 SO[YRWsE [ e - STA = 2423+43,00 ~ I . > > , ”
44444 I IS e e e sl . N —_——— S B I s R RS S ex =0.19 o ——__ \ﬂ - (+)0.2500 7%(+)0.0800 % =0 VR Wit
: § ****** F———— ] - | :; Ig _/ K = %96 . " \\;77\w‘*7lhomo"° 4‘0‘—250‘0*‘—«(;‘**********”*111*”::;!):::::::::::;:**/-1111:1* §
a 3,310 @ Q NATURAL GROUND L = 210.00 . w ~/ 3,310 PRELIMINARY I
1< " o 2 - 6'X3" RCB 2 - 6'X3" RCB o g
8 " " ° _/ 3
© STA = 2448+75.00 . ke
= ! ! < ex = 0.46" , 12 - 36" RCP Document Incomplete: not intended i
18 3 3 = EL= 21 %v 315.39 for permit, bidding or construction. 3
|2 3, 300 o o s k 2 1, 3, 300) 2
S o ° ° < L =280.00 Engineer:  MIGUEL PONCE III, P.E. 3 o
o 2 S o 3 PE. Serial No. 67936 o 3
5 & 5 = = Date: 9/10/2019 o 6
| z . 290 o o > 3, 290) © z
o 14
o o & & 8 &
; < & 8 — : « Z
83 it g a ﬁ SCHEMATIC LAYOUT x 83 i
a E 333,280 3, 280 ® LUBBOCK COUNTY a g 3=
3242 CSJ: 1502-02-002 3242
= l,m STATE LOOP 88 SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 =
- 5. s O .
> riment >
SEER L, 210 3,219 T o son e SpE?
3] % g g - - g | © — O [<2NTe] n O N[O [e23kee] O~ MO o< ~1© < |~ - N @0 O wn o N0 [2ke] ™M O n MmO © N [<23Ke)] N[O no ® O — S| — ~ o oo ™M < [Co2IeN) [<230)2] N~ wn — [+e2liTe] — A uisY ~— o~ Lalieel [ NTe] [«230NTe] N w M [-<2hTe} — D T © ~ — oo [e20NeY] o™m o< — [0 O — wn |~ [CARsH — O [ O~ wn M — T ™M 00 | [CRNep] oM N O n o | — — [ g |~ ~1© o n M~ [N o oJ [CNex] O w0 O~ wn o o [*<2RSN [(-2\s) | — N~ o~ [ee) : TO: ’ STA 2460+00 a % ‘é g
SOEE gjg M~ ~ O o< A iieel @ M - o n o o0 M~ O — oM < = ~ | — — O w r~ @ ™M N ™M w0 ~ O o ™M - o < © [Cea¥e)] ® O - o M o w o 0 — o ™m N~ T ~ O o ™M — |~ T | — O © @ ™M — O M| < wn o ~ S o o N 0O T — ~ |~ o~ — < T O ™~ halitel N — oo [k e] — T > WO w T | © o < [T BNeN] | < o |~ o — W O W0 ~ | O T o N w0 T D T D Laliiel N N © ~ | ad ~ O o © N0 Aullg ~ M ~ioy 0 ™M o< o wn — |0 — EK)OEE
X O JJ = < < < 6| W< w0 © v ©|s $|© e o @~ @~ © @ o @ o @ oo Sl o @ o @ o~ gy gy gy R NS N N o " © " © " © v~ v~ <~ < @ < ® < o W o W o =) ey © o © o © o™ o < ~ o ~6 ~le |~ o © ol ol — o — o — o — | —|a —|o Sl oo o~ ~ | $|© 0|0 << elbe NN ) o o © © 0 ~ < o< 6 < 6 < w o © " © " © " © " © " ~m ~m ~ X O
alo> —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — NN NN N N N N [SUNSN] N oo oo N N N Mo Mo Mo Mo Mo Mo Mo Mo Mo N [SUANeN] N [SVARSN] [SVAKSN] Ny NN NN N N — —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— —— — = — = —— —— —
8 Zg MM Lalhel MM Laliiel Laliiel Lalhiel MM MM MM MM ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M Lalhel M| ™M M| ™M M| ™M ™M ™M MM MM MM MM ™M ™M ™M M ™M M MM M ™M M ™M M ™M Laliiel Laliiel ™M M Lalhel Lalhel M ™M Lalhel ™M M ™M M ™M M Lelliel MM MM Lalliel Lalliel Lalihe) ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M Lalel Lalel MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM M ™M M M ™M M ™M M ™M M Laliiel MM MM MM ™M M Laliiel Laliiel Leliiel MM M ™M M ™M ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M APPRbVED:
4 a|l=S M M R R R R R R R W ~ M M M M M R R M M R R R R M M M e R s s M M M R R R R R M M W W W " " i I M M M i R M R R R R R R W R R R e i " " R M R M R R R M M M R W " " M M M - \LUBBOCKDISTRICT REVISED: AL DATE: y 4
19 2375+00 2380+00 2385+00 2390+00 2395+00 2400+00 2405+00 2410+00 2415+00 2420+00 2425+00 2430+00 2435+00 2440+00 2445+00 2450+00 2455+00 2460+00 19

N:\P5313-0005—-16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_04.dgn

.pltctg

A\ IxDOT—=COL—=Half_PDF

DVasquez

T PM

:05:

0719

10



LUBBOCK DISTRICT
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

®

(ation

Texas
tment

Depart

of Trai

y £

.. \TxDOT-COL-Hal f*PDF.pltcfg

SL 88 SCHEMATIC

PRELIMINARY

SUBJECT TO CHANGE

qn

. \TxDOT—COL—Half_PDF pltcfq

DVasquez

LUBBOCK LOOP 88 SEG 1&2; CSJ: 1502-02-002

LUBBOCK
0.5 MILES NORTH OF US 62

12:05:47 PM

ROADWAY:
LIMITS FROM: US 84

U1 | COUNTY:

N:\P5313-0005—16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_05.d
LIMITS TO:

9/10/2019

0

' - \
8 PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 400’ j ? l ‘ F
< ¢ LUBBOCK QUTER ROUTE I [— l
50 o 100 PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200’ PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200’ Y —i | - H E
200 259 1001 1520 5 Zoo 100 359 220 70'_ROADWAY 70'_ROADWAY 7 \ a BECIN 1 w
MA INLANE 400 300 15 250 250|[k 150 350 ggg - NE - PROJECT H =
PI STATION - 2551499, 93 — 600 450 300 300 450 —_ s 100 120 12t 120 | 12t 11 110 120 120 120 | 12° | 10 = 7 7 N ©)] E
DELTA = 40° 20’ 42.52" (LT) ool S SHLDR | AUX. | LANE | LANE | LANE |SHLDR| | |SHLDR| LANE | LANE | LANE | AUX. |SHLDR S H
DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 39" 21.41" RS 150 50 o3d B0 BNggg (50 150 7 150 o LaNE LaNE o D 4 ) 1 o)
TANGENT - 1,271.15 250 150 100 100 100 QLS 100 229 250 g g ; { SNy £ o 1=
LENGTH = 2,436.38 300 500 150 150 150 150 300 300 - 8 2l S 3 ! S " . = L 2]
Be0Yatio T 25387807 SN0 ‘ 1 e - © & g ‘ B el —E < 1o g
A N = +28. ——=rn L e rovounmnnd 1350 IS B NB FRONTAGE ROAD PGL T H ' i - T
PT STATION - 2583+65.15 1200 808 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 229 2200 SL 88 ow * | 0 Lz 00z 2,007l Il ® 5B FRONTACE ROAD * ! c ¢ — <A /| v W
EB FRONTAGE WB FRONTAGE RAMP 109 3050 ___120Q } ; 3050——=2700 8% = T T g g w12 | e e o / ' iﬁf ] N = |' Q0o
PI STATION = 22525+85.39 PI STATION = 12524+56.33 PI STATION = 101+55.65 PI STATION - 106+03.23 - o 0 | : — NI 4 It - - 3] I
DELTA - 40° 20° 42.52" (LT)  DELTA = 40° 207 42,52" (LT)  DELTA = 5° 52' 44,99" (RT) DELTA 8 00" 00.00" (LT) 1200 1200 9 100 250 9 “as0N a3 > BT SO Ty Z-BNEE 8 lc_)
DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 43" 32.80" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 35" 29,58~ DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 03.56" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54° 35.49" 2000 2000 100 200 450 100 800 800 o PAVEMENT PAVEMENT z 5 : R ! Lol I e h
TANGENT = 1,219.72 TANGENT = 1,322.59 TANGENT - 155.65 TANGENT 209078 2450 2450 150, 300 550 150 950 N250 U> ‘ - @ UNgLE 5 - — oo w
LENGTH = 2,337.80 LENGTH = 2,534.96 LENGTH = 311.02 LENGTH - 41888 = ~ : . D Rgr]
RADIUS = 3,320.00 RADIUS = 3,600.00 RADIUS = 3,014.00 RADIUS = 3,000. 00 300 300 300 150 150 200 650 A n s 10
PC STATION = 22513+65.67 PC STATION = 12511+33.75 PC STATION = 100+00. 00 PC STATION - 103+93. 45 350 350 350 300 300 400 1200 ! 5% 5% T EE . x
PT STATION = 22537+03. 46 PT STATION = 12536+68. 71 PT STATION = 103+11.02 PT STATION - 108+12.33 650 650 650 450 450 600 1650 LEGEND < R — ] o
nh XXXX-2030 ADT ¢ ; : S
RAMP 110 RAMP 111 RAMP 112 '[! XXXX-2050 ADT S SECTION B-B
PI STATION = 100+86.69 PL STATION = 101+94.89 PI STATION = 105+08.66 PL STATION = 102+09.78 PI STATION = 106+52.65 PI STATION = 101+04.76 PI STATION = 110+53.23 XXXX-2060 ADT 5P PAVEMENT L] R g = |
DELTA = 3° 17° 42.04" (LT) DELTA = 0° 49° 10.48" (LT) DELTA = 8° 00' 00.00" (RT) DELTA = 8° 00’ 00.00" (LT) DELTA = 2° 28" 31.56" (RT) DELTA = 4° 00° 00.00" (RT) DELTA = 1° 547 45,37 (LT) ! ) . = - ®
DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 03.56" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 03.56" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 35,49" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 35,49" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 03.56" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 35.49" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 03.56" ) ¢ T o < E Jl . J
TANGENT = 86.69 TANGENT = 21.56 TANGENT = 209.78 TANGENT = 209.78 TANGENT = 65.12 TANGENT = 104.76 TANGENT = 50. 31 ren 5 ] 1= A E
LENGTH = 173,33 LENGTH = 43,11 LENGTH = 418.88 LENGTH = 418.88 LENGTH = 130.22 LENGTH = 209. 44 LENGTH = 100. 61 it S 1 o}
RADIUS = 3,014.00 RADIUS = 3,014.00 RADIUS = 3,000. 00 RADIUS = 3,000.00 RADIUS = 3,014.00 RADIUS = 3,000. 00 RADIUS = 3,014.00 [y | ~ H
PC STATION = 100+00. 00 PC STATION = 101+73.33 PC STATION = 102+98.88 PC STATION = 100+00. 00 PC STATION = 105+87.53 PC STATION = 100+00. 00 PC STATION = 110+02.92 " END ~ 8
PT STATION = 101+73.33 PT STATION = 102+16.44 PT STATION = 107+17.75 PT STATION = 104+18.88 PT STATION = 107+17.75 PT STATION = 102+09.44 PT STATION = 111+03.53 : [ PROJECT | H\ ) o
B! L 2 i E
5 1ty -
2 - 6'X3" RCB d Dlenal . LA
RN B EB FRONTAGE RD --= I u ,
o 3 EXIT N7 ONLY ol X S : e e
g 4 N 1) o " [ —
o = 4 S | e A L S S 2 VICINITY MAP
777777777777777777777777777777 = o . o~ e (N.T.S.)
(o]} 2 : ™
6” 7777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777 ’:::?: ‘PQ%P-(';_b>t:E=—bef m
o,\.r*(_:_:._d_ _____ l._.‘_.__.".l.._'-_._.l__._._._|._._.__.J..._._.._.l_ _____ b0 Y — |— === - 5 P— J—._:._-._I_".._-.—.-l.@...—;_.'—_._._.--l_._ e oo e o o = SR SRS gy [yEyp—— -|..=__._.I__._.-._l._\.r—.—-.-l.:_.=. - - i > A
* 2243500 2244000 2244500 2245000 2245500 T ‘ e 224666 ;i 22465+00. 22490+00 22495 i NeePYVTVY R  ————" 220 TUTUU 7 LEGEND
LUBBOCK LOOP 88— - , pl ' ) END BRIDGE—— - < n
o ¢ T ) ; STA 2513+62. 28 5 € LUBBOCK LOOP 88 ‘3\
- % s PROPOSED MAINLANES
w “'o [ FRONTAGE ROADS
.-
% O (I DIRECT CONNECTORS O
<= ® 5 ‘ : I L /] RAMPS —
, . . R = } 5 B T i . o N : =t “ (| EXISTING STRUCTURES I_
5 _—————— Ve _L._._.__.I_._.‘__:,:}'.‘_’.‘:.._...l. ...... I_._.._._I._.._J‘,'_{’.UJ.:F‘.;?\‘_:.F_.._{ e = e - __._‘_M:_‘.Tm___l ______ RO L. ﬂ?ﬁ‘--a.__‘_.‘:’]:,:_::_l _____ . d . - - F3 R (R s : ,,.\:.E:“.,. ...... it it . et ———— P —e O oot - e— — s ——e— —-— . C— - — F=o : R =t EXISTING PLAYA
T = ) = < o ‘ : . { <
- \ ( : _( é_ + W __________________ o PROPOSED BRIDGE STRUCTURES
I R 1 R WL e - SRR MR W P |- S W ettt TR TR SIE SEL L TEE LT T e S ST LR R e R Rl R LRl = i @ —rm S A 1 A e N Nk [ i NNy ievaiuntt s - S Nt Stk bt Nt Nk N N e Ny A ]
<§t PROP ROW i gp ROP ROW : : PROPOSED MAINLANES E
CO u nty R d 22 55 - I PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS I I I
N 1 !
§ 7 1 PROPOSED RAMPS I
N . o) ' ! : . 43
EXIT 1 MILE : é I i B RAMP S112 - PROPOSED CONNECTORS
EXIT ONLY g : | L—A_ana n o PROPOSED EMBANKMENT O
‘ EXIT ONLY 1 | PROPOSED RETAINING WALL CD
PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 400’ ‘ : | 0020224 PROPOSED STRIPING
¢ LUBBOCK OUTER ROUTE PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 400’ + EXIT , ONLY | - PROPOSED LANE INDICATOR w
PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200° PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200° € LUBBOCK OUTER ROUTE . E w
PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200’ PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200’ M I b PROPOSED RIGHT-OF-WAY
: S8 _ROMDwAY 38 _ROADRAY : ! i PROPOSED CONTROL OF ACCESS (COA) |
B 2" E 70'_ROAD 70’ ROAD | .
o 100 12 12" 4 12" 1t N 1y 12t ) 12t 12" ) 107 o . ADWAY R ADNAY X ‘! POT 22+01.03 |
& B NB FRONTAGE ROAD SHLDR | LANE | LANE | LANE |SHLDR|| [SHLDR| LANE | LANE | LANE |SHLDR B SB FRONTAGE ROA o = 107 12 12 120 12t 1 N 1t 12t 12 12t 12t 10’ = - L L2775 PROPOSED DRAINAGE EASEMENT U)
o o o ISHLDR | AUX. LANE LANE LANE [SHLDR SHLDR| LANE LANE LANE AUX. |SHLDR c .
2 ‘ T 3 o LANE LANE o ! EXISTING PLANIMETRIC
Q 40 8, 12 12" 4 2 l l l T T T 2 a4 12 2, 8 40 Q o c :
o 2’ 5’ HLDR LANE o i | LANE LANE $HLDR o 9 . . = 1
& //SDWLK ; ; E 8 Z—T‘ 1 1 l l T T 1 T -—Ti E c e e e e — e — EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY
L 31 | @ ) . » G g oL % |
% B NB FRONTAGE ROAD W £2. 007 2.00%w /7 . EXISTING PARCEL MAP
‘ Al L 8 SB FRONTAGE ROAD |
PAVEMENT e 40° 8 12’ | 120 4 B N N NN NN NN N NN NNl e FUTURE ROADWAY (BY OTHERS)
o e T o o e 2 : FUTURE DRIVEWAYS
S CANE | TANE | TANE | TANE $HLOR 5 2 N U I NP SR, U NI SR NP NPT RIS VPRI UL NIIUPPII. PRI PP WP G N [ R N NSV U NV SR ]
SECT ION C _ C z PAVEMENT PAVEMENT SOWLK
PAVEVENT PAVEVENT 3 BRRXEXA EXISTING ROADWAY TO BE REMOVED
> ‘q T—T
&, ‘n ‘ T [m— EXISTING LANE INDICATOR
SECTION D-D L 200w . RS
PAVEMENT :l :l PAVEMENT
DESIGN CRITERIA
FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION: FREEWAY - URBAN
MAINLANE DESIGN SPEED: 75 MPH
FRONTAGE RD DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
RAMP DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
DIR. CONN. DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
3,370 3,370
(1]
STA = 2511+23.00 O
; YT IE TS Z
3,360 bt Q Kk-289 " 3,360 E <
3 < L =1,551.58 < ~ L
< o = 0 50 100 200 (H) << O
. . P 0 Y = >
. . N %) M |
3, 350 E s v, > . . . 3,350 0 5 10 20 (V) =
" " 3 ,0002023. 0, " - & b — -
%, o - V {'/. " " o - Lu O
" " 8 3 _7 ; ;7 m Lu
5 ; . PROP PGL SL88 o o > > a0
3, 340 3 I o \ o ° il il 2, 340 F-6932 o m
:: :’ STA = 2491+50.00 :{1 S O " " 135951 éggy Freeway, D
o S =l - e o —T o~ o . Uite
; ; R g — T I 2 a a ENIECH .- @
© ~ = : o © 345
3,330 X d E :‘1‘7'25. 00" — / | \ § § 8 8 3,330 CIVIL ENGINEERS, INC
o2 o] > .
N & RAMP S109 e BEGIN BRIDGE / « . END BRIDGE \ © = 3 §
g & _— | o ‘o\ > - 9 o )
3,320 > > (+)0.2200 %(-)0. 8000 @ 5|5 B T & & e 3,320 PRELIMINARY 8
- o—Lo RAMP S110 © -> © RAMP S111 === &
——————— T T T T T T T T T T T /\‘-*LOTOBOG‘?.’ LLQ“ZZ\OE/ﬁl‘\/”‘**—-_ ~ 150 YR WSE — % /W. % z m \ § E (-’—’_/"/7’“" —_— 8
- ————— I A A [ T T TN e s I T e — o0 o N P R L s Y < T — - Document Incomplete: not intended 5
B e it el R " @ g 3 70,8605 > " - ——— R 7 50 YR WSE " %m RS 555000 0650 %/~:””"_¢T 3.310 for permit, bidd’i’ng or construction, 3
’ STA = 2483+70.00 N o ~ >— N e O A = -y R —_— I A I A 3 — i - &
- 0.04" ) M . - = 5 == B > — Engineer:  MIGUEL PONCE III, P.E. 3 o
B 7.%5%%0 9. 08 Iy 2 - 6'X3" RCB M " o »‘h“**“~~77“—zah‘,,_‘* o B Rt . © @
K= 150" . " ol STA = 2499+45. 00 _ [ el s Hts It T e e e B T et e - ) PE. Serial No. 67936 @ >
L ="2i0.00 ; ; ex = 3,80 , S 2 STA =_2523+52.00 STA =12536+35./00 Date: 9/10/2019 o 6
3300 . EL = 3,314.43 - NATURAL GROUND < ex = 2,33 ) RAMP S112 ex = 0,17 ) 3300 3 2
’ = R K K = 21 : s 2 EL = 3,312.90 6 - 36" RCP EL  =[3,312.90 ’ a £
R 2 = L < 800.00 7 & L £°620.00 L7 0. 00 § ¢
[Ye) o ) o - . = . 9 ]
. wn [Te) X
o : z ~ ~ ﬁ SCHEMATIC LAYOUT x ég i
3,290 & © v Q e 3,290 ® LUBBOCK COUNTY 2233
® b 0 > > % CSJ: 1502-02-002 233828
N o [l | Do
o S 3 l,m STATE LOOP 88 SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 . E
rment GEOMETRIC DESIGN .26
a — (S} x O
3’ 280 > % % 39 280 ronseraten FROM: STA 2460+00 g '>_- (L;) :;7)
—J O O g 0N N © O @ @ N O hal'el N — o m [<eRiee] [C2NeN] g |~ N [e3Ne] [<<BNep] [CREN] < [~ N O O n 0 ™M O~ TN N T OO [CARSH Q@ | © [e3ke)] N — S| — — 0 O~ ~ w0 T A [e21%e] [ ™M [C2EeN] T O @ O — O — O [ve RSy ™Mo Lalieal M wn — ~ s N O ~ T~ N o N MO 0| — [ ke] Mo o~ ~ 1M O — © S| — ~1— ~o [CaNep) T O [ o ™M o™ oo o o o mn o~ [e)ie) oo @ — v < ~— N ~ ™ N o ~— N0 ~oy N O ~od N O ~od N T ~ TO: STA 2550+00 2%':':
gjg N~ M| o T O wn N w O o ~ — @ O o oo o — M N0 M~ ™M O A REeN] wn < O~ ~ o ~ — | — o | — O wn — o M~ v O W | o o N © Aulliiel Lalke)] o~ [TeliNe} ~| i~ o~ N O o | — ~ O oo w |~ [Telieel — o< [(eaaTal @ WO [Ce2NeN] — 0 — T 0~ — — (e Jite) wn ™M O O M~ ~ Qo ~ w0 N Aulilel T — wn | o O O w0 [TelNee] o O o | o o | o o0 o W0 o — o — o — oo o o N Lalin o N O © N < o< w N0 w0 o [TelNe)] — 0 < < ™M — | ~ OO§§
N = =9 ~ N ~ < ~ < ~ < ~ o ~ o ~ o TS © © © © © © ® O @~ @~ @~ o~ o~ © @ © @ o~ o @ o~ o© o~ o oW oW oW o< o< o< © < N N o < TS ~ w6 © < o< N 6 < © < S>;<r gm ;r;v" '9;! 'r:;c; '!:;co ’og;co ’@;V» S’ﬁ '9;# ﬁ@ m’é '-;:é o w © o " o o w © © o w < w RS N6 oo NI NI o © o © N @ N @ N N w N o N "o < 6 < TS ©w ~© ~ © © o o o o o ~c = X O
o|lFo “ " 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 " ™ D "™ " " " " " " ™o ™o 0 " 0 " " 0 " D " " 0 ™ " " " " o) " " ) " “ " " " " ™ w| " ™| w0 D PR M| B B B ™| ™ M| ™ Bk M| ™ M| M| M| M| M| M| w| ™ " © "™ "™ " » “| " "/ "/~ "™ s "™ "™ k) k) ke k) | S R “| 0 ~| o ~| o S | | e ) ™| M0 M "  ED:
] g R ) S B ) B O S e S L S B ) S B S B ) B T ) L S| T W B W B S B | B L S N W N S| B S B e S B | B e B S S B O R O A S O S S S | SO S B ) o | B ) o S N S N W LB W | B ) S | B ) S| B L R B e S S LR L R
ajlzo Dallie} M| M Laliel M| M MM M| M M| M| MM M M M M Lalliel ™M M ™M ™M M M Lalial ~M M MM MM MM MM ~M | M M M M| ™M ™M Lallael MM MM MM M ™M MM MM ™M M M| M M| M MM MM Lallie} ™M M MM Lalliel M M Lalliel Dalliel M Dalliel M| M Lalial MM M| M M| M M| M M M M M M M~ M~ M M Lalls! Lalls! Lallal M| ™M M| M MM MM MM M M Laliisl ™M ™M M MM Lalhal Lallhal Lalliel Lalliel M| M M| M Dl \LUBBOCK DISTRICT ggz:glEOD":lAPPROVALDATE: y 5
2460+00 2465+00 2470+00 2475+00 2480+00 2485+00 2430+00 2495+00 2500+00 2505+00 2510+00 2515+00 2520+00 2525+00 2530+00 2535+00 2540+00 2545+00 2550+00 19

N:\P5313-0005—-16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_05.dgn

.pltctg

A\ IxDOT—=COL—=Half_PDF

DVasquez

019 12:05:47 PM

10



. \TxDOT-COL-Half*PDF.pltcfg

qn

. \TxDOT—COL—Half_PDF pltcfq

DVasquez

12:06:12 PM
N:\P5313-0005—16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_06.d

9/10/2019

.pltctg

A\ IxDOT—=COL—=Half_PDF

EB FRONTAGE WB FRONTAGE 150 200 150 50 150| 50 L [ [ ] | ! |
PI STATION = 22571+77.37 PI STATION = 12570+39, 28 | 230 350 200 150 200 k100 ggg 20 l | [ ] \
o~ DELTA = 40° 30" 42.41" DELTA = 40° 307 42.41" (RT) 550 250 250 200 250 \Qo 200 226, l
- ?EGEEETOF CURVE = 1°332'5§9.58" [T)EGBEETOF CURVE = 1023212(3)2'80" 20 | NF ‘ — -
zZ MAINLANE PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 400’ ANGEN f 1, . ANGEN f 1, . =
= Ll [F’)é ?TATION = 3897387. ?lg . € LUBBOCK OUTER ROUTE 'ﬁig%g N %: 238 38 kEg?Lg N g: %gg gg % //I(E PC 11+20.07 \\ - P:E)CJ;L:T — W
LTA s 937300 3. - . - . -
_ qe v H PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200’ PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200’ PC STATION = 22558+48.84 PC STATION = 12558+14.08
% E DECREEOF CURVE =10 387,214l PT STATION - 22583+94. 27 PT STATION - 12581+61.53 J__b d ' gi) E
: Lhelo. . . LEGEND
NGTH - 446. 44 ROADWAY 70’ _ROADWAY q
= O RADIUS - 546000 : = : e 113 ¥ XXxXx 2030 01 S L/ = = O
wn - PC STATION - 2585+10.53 = 100, 12° (P ARRTRAF AL LI WL LI F AL F AT F NN F SNRRL X = PI STATION = 103+21,68 PI STATION = 111+58.43 SL 88 XXXX-2050 ADT NS | r wn -
— _ ° (] SHLDR | AUX- LANE | LANE |SHLDR| | |SHLDR| LANE | LANE | LANE | AUX. |SHLDR [S] DELTA = 12° 11’ 02.45" DELTA = 5° 00’ 00.00" (LT) XXXX-2060 ADT s —
PT STATION = 2609+56. 97 : :
Qs ¢ LANE LANE o DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 03.56" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54° 35.49" S R - o>
1t 9 9 TANGENT = 321.68 TANGENT = 130,98 - 1
X 2 2 1oz 2 LENGTH - 640.93 LENGTH - 261.80 4&4 - \ X
gL : m I é A QL A T 5 N ( S SE
PoL ATION = 100+00. ATION = 110+27.44 (i = ' - -
8 5 * B NB FRONTAGE ROAD i Lo 200t I B SB FRONTAGE ROAD * PT STATION = 106+40. 93 PT STATION - 112489, 24 — ; = 3 / 8 5
o Ll . & 12 ‘ 2 a ﬁ‘ RAMP 114 ‘ 500 : LFS . L el
D e B TANE T TANE 1o ¢ Bé ?TATION = éOGggQ.gg o3 400 at s - - Rr)
3 { LTA = 5° 55 20.03" . 13 B -
-l 8 EXIT 1 MILE 2 PAVEMENT PAVEMENT ; DEGREE OF CURVE - 1° 54’ 3549 i 8% ouyl: ‘ b e mes 4 - }; > (B 8
l TANGENT = 155.18 : 2 - 5'x2' RCB ik ! 2 2 I S .
o LENGTH = 310,09 I RCP " ix ! =] o
RADIUS = 3,000. 00 ! : . it I
S i I R ‘ ! A hal : ~ eI
° ATION = 108+13. ! : e e
J o ) . ! o EXIT N ONLY il L1 N J
3 ~. - Y . T QL i) p ]! ' E | 3
35-: ‘(? ~. PAVEMENT :’ S E C T I ON A A :l PAVEMENT :: 2 | ) RAMP Srl 13 v U o . N W “ Rl = ey E ] \- ﬂ 3§
38 4 i S i Ll e e AL S pRop ROW gEs FRONTACE RO L o pEd ) UARNS | N &0
‘x v i 3 : - y - bl 7 1 ; T T . " \‘
M BN - = = (B 5= - < | s
{z' A NN =t A b 00 e = o p e i mh o ek Fyihe—in =empdiS o =0 meg i o S agp o (s igeh= =S RS =BT JF-L S - ——— a e e e o — —alee——n— — 'jkl =
“ 3 w\ - T 22093700 3 = . ﬁ
o \ - = BEGIN BRIDGE g ¢ ‘ ————— 2505
K — - € LUBBOCK LOOP 88 STA 2623+97.07 b ;:‘;" — e BRIDGE#“‘ ‘ N
- ; ‘ A “17.
& 0 B EB FRONTAGE RD — — STA 2628+17.0 .
SA L T TITmSEse UTTrmeemeelLl S O remem\ s mee s BROPRON. ... _. ' == R VICINITY MAP
3 T P G N S A
Q = _ 2625+po| _ '/ dee (N.T.S.)
t i S, —_——— g - PR _I._./.Z._.J. ..... _N_._._l ............................. =- - I |rfaid )(
&U * Lo ITUU CCcIOoUTUU =
€ LUBBOCK LOOP 88 // T LA
sv - o 3\ . \ 3 >/ LA, | LEGEND
o v — — _. CE— O W S S L. L A PO RS S _ = = )
#Y ; e e = i — = e
A\ — - = — == . T smoreravwara: 1 Z595+00 3 Fi w(“
""" -_— - * . e ~ [ ol |
< e ... VS : / i 3
— . [ SRoR RO 5 | I PROPOSED MAINLANES
( o =T g 1 t
/1 e e ! [ FRONTAGE ROADS
’.’ - - o
« — e B WB FRONTAGE RD A A /] DIRECT CONNECTORS
S = RAMP S114 b
P Y, e TSI ] = —— Jr U b b e s N — - e A (I RAMPS
T * T v/ wrwavay T L=vawwara: - -
— 5‘“’\“"( = = - ’\7 —— = ) s - 5o ReB [ EXISTING STRUCTURES —
S . - - 5'X2" R
2 . | /O R U772 VTP, f=} e - EXIT 1/2 MILE ! 2 - 5'x2’ RCB EXISTING PLAYA
PROP ROW = © ot s —_— :
B WS FRONTAGE RD g X\ Ptiie EXIT ONLY £€° 16422718 : PROPOSED BRIDGE STRUCTURES
2 a 02 e * i
* o™\ 7 | PROPOSED MAINLANES E
N x |
I I I e (o] PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 400’ N Pc *29.18 PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS I I I
o € LUBBOCK OUTER ROUTE m i PROPOSED RAMPS
( ) PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200° PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200’ N . : I
. i TEXAS o = i PROPOSED CONNECTORS
’ - i ]]4 70° ROADWAY 70° ROADWAY VN : oA o Ao A o s PROPOSED EMBANKMENT ' ’
| = 100 127 | 120 12 12t 11'2, 111 12t 12t 12t 10 = I
(D © SHLDR| AUX. | LANE | LANE | LANE [SHLDR[||SHLDR| LANE | LANE | LANE | AUX. [SHLDR °© N 1 PROPOSED RETAINING WALL m
a LANE LANE a kn .
A :
‘ EXIT 1 MILE g . . g . _,‘ PT 25+23.91 0020224 PROPOSED STRIPING
CD PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 400° g _T‘ ’T_ g 1080 -—) PROPOSED LANE INDICATOR CD
a [i9
‘ ' ’ ¢ LUBBOCK OUTER ROUTE a B NB FRONTAGE ROAD PGL a w
PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200’ PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200’ EXIT ‘ ONLY 32° oz ‘ 120 a2, 12 3 e OO e f % S8 FRONTAGE ROAD p - PROPOSED RIGHT-OF-WAY
_I «58° ROADWAY %58’ ROADWAY LANE | LANE TTLANE T LANE T LANE 4 LliE LlﬁE wa'DR POT 26+41.12 PROPOSED CONTROL OF ACCESS (COA) _l
cj) f, 100 120 12 12t 11” /, L1t 120 120 12' | 10° 2 PAVEMENT PAVEMENT ; K CZ2727274 PROPOSED DRAINAGE EASEMENT CD
o B NB FRONTAGE ROAD SHLDR | LANE LANE LANE [SHLDR SHLDR| LANE LANE LANE |SHLDR B SB FRONTAGE ROAD < | o .
{ g S | o EXISTING PLANIMETRIC
el 8 40 8, 12° | 12 a , , 4 12 | 127 8’ 40° g | i
LT \Q\ (S BN TaNE AN LN l l l T T 1 2 FCANE T "CANE “$LoR AN O ! vl i EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY
(,3’/' RO 3 //SDWLK -~ SDWLKX\ T < - Lo
'/, 3 ‘ ‘ -, A e e PGL ! e EXISTING PARCEL MAP
z 2 v L] | o
PAVEMENT —SECT ION B-B T CE R EE s FUTURE ROADWAY (BY OTHERS)
PAVEMENT PAVEMENT | el
E N ) o § Loy | Sl FUTURE DRIVEWAYS
SECTION C-C RN O e i
oAVEMENT | PAVENENT | OV IR ! o BRRXEXA EXISTING ROADWAY TO BE REMOVED
. NV X N , N N N L R T ! . [— EXISTING LANE INDICATOR
DESIGN CRITERIA
FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION: FREEWAY - URBAN
STA = 2626+00-00 MAINLANE DESIGN SPEED: 75 MPH
ex = -14,25" FRONTAGE RD DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
EL= ésg’ p63. 14 RAMP DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
L = 1690.00 DIR. CONN. DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
3,370 3,370
(1] . (1]
O 2 2 O
Z ~ = ’ Z
(-
o M 000 )3,
E % 3,360 - " . %.?:)W ) 3,360 E %
< O ) ) N 0 50 100 200 (H) <O
2; (:) . . N t;!;qEEEEEF;;;;;;;;*llllllllllllllll# E; CJ
o o o \
w w
% I|: 3,350 o PROP PGL SL88 Y 3,350 0 5 10 20 (V) % ::
O o
A A /_ \
w o STA = 2562+40.00 o < < — — w o
X w ex = -0.25 , o © _— —— X 0
= EL = 3,329.83 N © o T o -
3,340 K=209 .. a 2 5 / « 3,340
GDJ L——="242.0 O 2 o BEGIN BRIDGE a END BRIDGE F-6932 QDJ
15021 Katy Freeway,
%) 5 © = // . : \ EN E H iébéioif’owems 77094 wn
F > o|w c 5e1 5438080 FX
3,330 30,6500 %(=)0. 1600 o I R R [ N I I R E— 3 T2 3,330 CIVIL ENGINEERS, INC
| . — S E— —— —_— T A g e e R o - - T D i it me——— s e s
| - = — ——— e 7 B
= T I 3 L = —— 3 s
| 8 _’—__:7—\'::1? 7777777777 == . . — ——— — 000 ° %y RAMP S113 — 50 YR WSE 8
g 3,320 < - Q Q - N e e e 9 600 2> 50 YRWse | ___ __ [ A RO DU SR O W R SO DY AU R V A AR o R [ E S 3,320 PRELIMINARY &
| I M ] —— o = &
2 - - _/f**“— —————— —— e e r—— " RAMP S114 y ]
5 w Document Incomplete: not intended 5
5 " " NATURAL GROUND A
: 8 3 310 . . 21A_=Zzg}?‘24- 00 b 5 310 for permit, bidding or construction. &4
s — - - " . 9 " N
§ o & o 2 - 36" RCP FL_ 3,37 321.86 S Engineer:  MIGUEL PONCE 11, P.E. g o
o 2 g g L = 660.00 © P.E. Serial No. 67936 e 9
2 O @ b3 © Date: 9/10/2019 2 O
| o Z |3.300 h - 3,300 & z
5 g 5 g g & 5
9 « b4 o~ o~ > | « Z
ég it © = f SCHEMATIC LAYOUT § ég i
88353 |3, 200 > > 3,290 ‘ ® LUBBOCK COUNTY 2233
329% CSJ: 1502-02-002 2299
425 0o . 330
= rocs STATE LOOP 88 SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 =
.86 lamm GEOMETRIC DESIGN .86
=E : + = E
x O JJ = = = ™| o ™| o < o RN v O O ~o © O o © o6 o O S ) o O o O @O O @O o0 O 0 © 0 O ~lo ~o© ~o ~o ~S ~S ~ o © & © & © & © © o O O B o el el s s s <0 <6 < 6 <6 < 0 < 0 ™0 ™ ™| o | — | — " O " o NIES NIES NIES NS &~ |0 < o O o ~ o oo " © - oo = o <o S S ~ o s oo S o o = f<ifs) Es) © S ~ o [eyrs! <o = o oo © x O o
a|lo>D o~ [SVAREN] [SVAReN] [SVARSN] [SVARSN] [SVARSN] [SVARSN] [SVARSN] [SVAReN] [SVAReN] [SVAReN] NNy NNy N oy [SVAKeN) Ny N Ny N [SVAReN] [SVAReN] [SVAReN] [SVARSN] [SVAReN] [SVAReN] [SVAReN] [SVAReN] [3VAReN] [sVAReN] [SVAReN) [SVAEeN) N oy Ny Ny Ny Ny [SVAReN] [SVAReN] [SVAReN] [SVARSN] [SVARSN] [SVARSN] [SVARSN] [SVARSN] [SVARSN] [SVARSN] [SVARSN] N o N o N oy [SVAReN) [SVARSN] [SVAREN] [SVAReN] [SVAReN] N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — Moy Moy LaJEeN) Mo < T T T N T N T o w oy v oy w Ny T o T o T oy T oy < oy < o ™Mo ™M .
8 Zg M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M M ™M M Laliel ™M ™M ™M M ™M M ™M ™M Lallie] ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M | ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M ™M M ™M M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M ™M ™M M ™M M Laliliel ™M ™M M ™ ™M ™M ™M M ™M ™ ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M M ™M M ™M ™M ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M ™M ™M ™M Lallis} ™M M ™M M ™M M MM M| M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M M ™M M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M M ™M M APPRbVED:
6 a|l=S " M M R R R R R R R W ~ M M M M i R R R M R R R R R M M e e e " M M M R R M R R M M W W W " " i I M M M i R M R R R R R R W R R R e i " " R M R M R R R M M M R W " " M M M \LUBBOCKDISTRICT REVISED: @ VAL DATE: y 6
19 2550+00 2555+00 2560+00 2565+00 2570+00 2575+00 2580+00 2585+00 2590+00 2595+00 2600+00 2605+00 2610+00 2615+00 2620+00 2625+00 2630+00 2635+00 19

N:\P5313-0005—-16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_06.dgn

DVasquez

019 12:06:72 PM

10



LUBBOCK DISTRICT
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

®

(ation

Texas
tment

Depart

of Trai

y £

.. \TxDOT-COL-Hal f*PDF.pltcfg

SL 88 SCHEMATIC

PRELIMINARY

MATNLANE EB FRONTAGE

SUBJECT TO CHANGE

qn

. \TxDOT—COL—Half_PDF pltcfq

DVasquez

LUBBOCK LOOP 88 SEG 1&2; CSJ: 1502-02-002

LUBBOCK
0.5 MILES NORTH OF US 62

12:06:41 PM

ROADWAY:
N | COUNTY:
LIMITS FROM: US 84
LIMITS TO:

N:\P5313-0005—16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_07.d

9/10/2019

0

PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 400’ |—‘— ’ ? l
PI STATION = 2637+87.39 PI STATION = 2667+11.13 PI STATION = 22612+56.13 Pl STATION = 22641+81,32 PI STATION = 22675+32.35 PI STATION = 22679+27.18 T LUBBOCK OUTER ROUTE | | ] |
DELTA = 25° 18’ 58.78" (RT)  DELTA = 23° 22' 43.13" (LT)  DELTA = 25° 18" 58,78" (RT)  DELTA = 23° 22' 43.13" (LT)  DELTA = 106° 07' 08.94" (RT) DELTA = 73° 527 51.06" (RT) ) .
DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 05’ 51.43" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 05’ 51.43" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 04’ 08.22" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 07' 40.33" DEGREE OF CURVE = 71° 37° 11.01" DEGREE OF CURVE = 71° 37" 11.01" PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200 FROPOSED R.0.%. WIDTH 200 ] [] — —
TANGENT = 1,172.37 TANGENT = 1,080.00 TANGENT = 1,203.82 TANGENT = 1,051.03 TANGENT = 106. 39 TANGENT = 60.15 PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 400’ -
LENGTH = 2,306.47 LENGTH = 2,129.94 LENGTH = 2,368.33 LENGTH = 2,072.81 LENGTH = 148,17 LENGTH = 103.16 70" ROADWAY 70" ROADWAY € LUBBOCK OUTER ROUTE - BEGIN Z
RADIUS = 5,220.00 RADIUS = 5,220,00 RADIUS = 5,360.00 RADIUS = 5,080. 00 RADIUS = 80,00 RADIUS = 80,00 . - ) ) ) ) PR , - - - - - . L H PROJECT - w
PC STATION = 2626+15.01 PC STATION = 2656+31.13 PC STATION = 22600+52. 31 PC STATION = 22631+30.29 PC STATION = 22674+25.95 PC STATION = 22678+67.03 = o e e e e 11N I e e 12 ) 120 10 = PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200" PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200" =
PT STATION = 2649+21.49 PT STATION = 2677+61.07 PT STATION = 22624+20. 65 PT STATION = 22652+03. 11 PT STATION = 22675+74.12 PT STATION = 22679+70.19 g SHLDRTAUX. TTTLANE T [TLANE ™ [TLANE "ISHLOR[ TISHLDRI LANE T LANE [ LANE T AUX. TISHLDR e I i ==
WB FRONTAGE RAMP 115 RAMP 116 RAMP 117 RAMP 118 g » . 2 . 10 ROADWAY = T0" ROADWAY ) >§\ ,/ 94 E o
© e - o . . . . . . . . . . . . - =T
PI STATION = 12609+60.51 PI STATION = 12638+82.80 PI STATION = 12672409, 22 P1 STATION = 12676+51.53 PI STATION = 104+49, 21 PI STATION = 109+66.06 Pl STATION = 108+04. 80 P1 STATION = 102+34.28 PI STATION = 107+87.75 g - 1 1 1 1 T T T T ) g e e e L T R et EE T 3 = / i r v -
DELTA = 25° 18° 58,78" (RT)  DELTA = 23° 22° 43,13" (LT)  DELTA = 73° 52° 51,06" (LT)  DELTA = 106° 07’ 08.94" (LT) DELTA = 17° 01’ 54,94" (RT) DELTA = 2°7497723.42" (LT) DELTA = 7° 49°702.67" (RT) DELTA = 8° 53 21.28" (LT) DELTA = 14° 377 35,317 (LT) £ PoL B SB FRONTAGE ROAD g | p LANE LANE e > = W
DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 07’ 40.33" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 04’ 08.22" DEGREE OF CURVE = 71° 37/ 11.01" DEGREE OF CURVE = 71° 37' 11.01" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 35.49" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 03.56" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 03.56" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 03.56" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 35.49" B NB FRONTAGE ROAD n Le2.oon 2.00%w / ‘ o o - S i TN o>
TANGENT = 1,140.93 TANGENT = 1,108.96 TANGENT = 60.15 TANGENT = 106.39 TANGENT = 449,21 TANGENT = 74,27 TANGENT = 205.93 TANGENT = 234.28 TANGENT = 385.01 H H 120 | 12t | 12 | 12t a 32’ Iy a 2 > g o v L
LENGTH = 2,244.61 LENGTH = 2,187.06 LENGTH = 103.16 LENGTH = 148,17 LENGTH = 891,79 LENGTH = 148,51 LENGTH = 411.23 LENGTH = 467.61 LENGTH = 765,84 - e 1z | 12 4 TANE | LANE | LANE | LANE | LANE o / g - - g - \ a
RADIUS = 5,080.00 RADIUS = 5,360.00 RADIUS = 80,00 RADIUS = 80.00 RADIUS = 3,000, 00 RADIUS = 3,014.00 RADIUS = 3,014, 00 RADIUS = 3,014, 00 RADIUS = 3,000, 00 — oA e ' 2 0o s g & N8 FRONTAGE ROAD -~ g - O
PC STATION = 12598+19,58 PC STATION = 12627+73.84 PC STATION = 12671+49.07 PC STATION = 12675+45.14 PC STATION = 100+00. 00 PC STATION = 108+91.79 PC STATION - 105+98. 86 PC STATION = 100+00. 00 PC STATION = 104+02.73 SonLK & R . | e ) @ i » 00 s 0% I B SB FRONTAGE ROAD & i ; p - O+
PT STATION = 12620+64.19 PT STATION = 12649+60.90 PT STATION = 12672+52. 23 PT STATION = 12676+93. 31 PT STATION = 108+91.79 PT STATION = 110+40.30 PT STATION = 110+10.09 PT STATION = 104+67.61 PT STATION = 111+68.57 z PAVEMENT PAVEMENT * . | — 32 ez | e a2z 1 == — /] — = - a o
RAMP 119 RAMP 120 n ‘L N " “ i LANE | LANE | LANE | LANE | LANE “O Th Il = c —~ m Lu
PI STATION = 113+13.97 PI STATION = 115+15.19 . o0 Ll S 22
DELTA = 2° 57' 59.32" (RT) DELTA = 3° 01’ 35.56" (LT) o ' PAVEMENT ﬁ F o e
DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 35,49" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 35.49" | ' Y ES N 0
TANGENT = 77.68 TANGENT = 79.25 7 R 2 < ] o
LENGTH = 155,32 LENGTH = 158,47 - ] | no o 7
RADIUS = 3,000, 00 RADIUS = 3,000, 00 2 - PAVEMENT N o b
PC STATION = 112+36.29 PC STATION - 114+35.94 County Rd 6400 a0 SECTION A-A : S END BRIDGE T Z‘ > 5 A ] R
PT STATION = 113+91.61 PT STATION = 115+94, 41 - - A - STA 2706+87.29 e A ; : ~ 1
& A L " & IR Ce | 2 | N E
EXIT 1/2 MILE W County Rd 2255 ; oI 2 - T PAVENENT SECTION B-B = NCTH 4t
~ 1 ' o~ - _——— - =
o ) + + L ~ =T N SE
. K EXIT 1/2 MILE N ool e C I N } <
= - S B RAMP S120 9 o g Z - ‘ 3
AN Y N & AT m I
7
> County Rd 6400 = © —E\
o “ 1 I\ EB FRONTAGE R ol i 3 N
I EXIT 1 MILE Bt v T W x ] GE RD i a_ > .
. ] T 1
— Lo =4 T N
r F 226751 !E | VICINITY MAP
& 2 P - (NTs.)
o 2 - 5'X2' RCB ] ?
0 EXIT A ONLY (BEGIN BRIDGE §TA B683-az. 73 R ol o
A +42, ° __..—“— d e
- = e T (o] LEGEND
> : - | . e
~ o T~ R . \ . L . | = o ’ . . | - -
= - il B RAMP S118 3 \ = 0 - A=
s ) VP S U - —_— = e s s e \z0 =¥ [ PROPOSED MAINLANES
T = H% 0 R, R PR BRE ™ — . - - | >, . FRONTAGE ROADS
.......................... H T o - T~ e .. . et i N0 . . o\
8 ........................... .& e ) ; L =\ o] Tr--. -2 ow e % “ g =T % (| DIRECT CONNECTORS O
---- N : . ' =T I k-~ S e = (/B PA : N i : : (I RAMPS
m | . ; T T frmrm e o 8 # —
AR : . ——— - . / T (| EXISTING STRUCTURES I_
----- ; e — = — = A - g BEGIN BRIDGE ¥
B RAMP S115 X AR : \ STA 2699+07.29 EXISTING PLAYA <
| PROPOSED BRIDGE STRUCTURES
i PROPOSED MAINLANES E
EXIT ’ ONLY "‘ "‘: PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS I I I
'''' i PROPOSED RAMPS I
b — PROPOSED CONNECTORS
s T B bbb B b ae PROPOSED EMBANKMENT O
=
R - e \ ) I ; 150 250 PROPOSED RETAINING WALL m
o Tre=ee—ll_ - g = B \ " \_END PROPOSED SEGMENT 1 2290 650 250 400 v 250|450 00 280 223
™ PRGOS Rew =" J " BEGIN PROPOSED SEGMENT 2 :ggg 1700 ggy 700 = goo ggg 650 £23 229 PI22020222224 PROPOSED STRIPING
PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 400’ B WB FRONTAGE RD 2 o Tt - 12300, = _800,~—_550 e 850 -—) PROPOSED LANE INDICATOR CD
: i 8 1 28Y @ DB (i 19> oo 132 e co)
PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200’ PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200’ Do, 320 350 150 S @ 650 900 150 1700 1700 350 520 - PROPOSED RIGHT-OF-WAY
2 - 5'X2' RCB ~__ 2000 2000
[ 1
. 58’ ROADWAY x58° ROADWAY . B RAMP S117 1000 } | ngg ‘ : PROPOSED CONTROL OF ACCESS (COA) _I
s z = 1700 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ SsL 88 2250 ‘ ‘ ———————
10’ 12 12 12 1N, 11 12° 12 12 10° 600 1200 | VIV a PROPOSED DRAINAGE EASEMENT
z B NB FRONTAGE ROAD SHLDR‘ LANE ‘ LANE ‘ LANE ‘SHLDH SHLDR‘ LANE ‘ LANE ‘ LANE ‘SHLDR B SB FRONTAGE ROAD z 850 2050 [ | 2750 } } U)
g 40 8 | 12 12 4 4 120 | 12t | 8 40° g \“ 300 ’?‘5’-8— 50 = 600 29 50 1000 :/gg_g)r 1228 229 STING TANIEIRE
< — et ! 2 . 2’ ! ; ——a ' 550 700 100 j=3=3 1000 100 [lg2g 100 1500 1850 450 e _OF-
E/Z/SDSWLK HLDR LANE CS( ﬁ l 1 lch T T T T CS[ ANE $HLDR SDBWLKx\g l‘ AZ”/ 15 §§§ 1998 15 Egﬁ 150 1850 _ S 350 550 EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY
31 5 3 31 \ EXISTING PARCEL MAP
] | 2.0 2 : | ] ) I ‘ G 550 s00n| 229 {39 |¢Ts0 1000 230 H
‘ Ol ; 1000 300 220V 1350 1250 lf139 1450 350
' A 1250 1100 239 450 1550|1" 523 1730 LEGEND FUTURE ROADWAY (BY OTHERS)
PAVEMENT | XXXX-2030 ADT
SECTION C-C ‘ XXX 2030 ABT FUTURE DRIVEWAYS
‘\ XXXX-2060 ADT fasssestetind
PAVENENT PAVEMENT . EXISTING ROADWAY TO BE REMOVED
| \ \ l:> EXISTING LANE INDICATOR
DESIGN CRITERIA
FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION: FREEWAY - URBAN
MAINLANE DESIGN SPEED: 75 MPH
FRONTAGE RD DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
RAMP DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
DIR. CONN. DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
L
ao o o
" < Z
3,380 5 g 3,380 E <
= S I
- w5 0 50 100 200 (H) << O
. \ STA = 2704:00.00 = o
ex = -8. —
. . EL = 3,360.85° FE!‘E: w
3,370 - . ~ 2 2 K - 336’ 370 0 5 10 20 (V) =
— ~ — = 5 ‘
a 0 ~ . STA = 2676+00.00 o o L 1,510.00 d —
< N 9 P s ex = -4.33 < “ o
B & " S - EL_ 531350, 40" = a8 r
3,360 " " N Il oy K = , < . s P 3, 360 o -
’ . .. " ot .. L= 1,086.00 PROP PGL SL88 S s 1149220005 o ’ F-6932 m
Lal M .I_ g ”’.(U\Jl )\'/. 135(}51 éggy Freeway, D
_7 i " " J X| —END PROPOSED SEGMENT 1 " EN ECH Houston, Texas 17094 (@)
L; L; K K g |/ BEGIN PROPOSED SEGMENT 2 %>L’ E 281-945%0060 b
3,350 3 S w w S 00 fp(=20.1917 % _— - 3, 350 CIVIL ENGINEERS, INC
© © fe) o) ~ 3.0\; ! \
© - w v n (x e —— —
6 " ~ N x - — | (-)0.1917 M —_ —
© © . ©
3,340 & & Sx"-1-533147- %0 g 8 & _— \_ o snoct RAMP 512 - o 3,340 PRELIMINARY 2
& o DT AR & & Q BEGIN BRIDGE —/ ] — EN STA = 2694+60.0 o &
s s L7195, 00 o — s _— P RAMP = ex = 0,71’ , BEGIN BRIDGE —/ o= END BRIDGE 8
\(;ﬂ\ : < a L_— n - AMP ST19 EL_ ;1;, 346.83 % <lE Document Incomplete: not intended 5
3,330 % \ — 02 o o / L < 365.00 o N = 3,330 for permit, bidding or construction. 8
© RAMP S115 / z M /O/ 3 .2. Engineer:  MIGUEL PONCE III, P.E. S o
2 k\ [ (+)0.5000 %(-)0.2700 % RAMP S117 RAMP S118 _— = 2 _—5 ”; PE. Serial No. 61936 g 3
=3 -o——O—— e — T [} - o
o " 0005~ ——s-E550- =1 S E———— 5 o T d e _\ —— N Ay 0’/&/ " B Date: 9/10/2019 o &
s, 3200 7 -~ =~ V0. 5000~ She \ ot i e N I ¥ — =600 o 50 YR WSE e E T I S e 3,320 & -
34 \_ Sls I i it T I B — R R . —e———=%72700 ¢ _ = N N o [ [ I R T N S it ) B LN I s i T ] i % 'g
2 o RAWP S116 I3 / o - o T ] R T - 2 o 8 Sy Z
STA = 2639+41,00 < - SIS _ : f SCHEMATIC LAYOUT \ 50
3,310 8 ex = 3.28° | el q° NATURAL GROUND STA = 2666+00. 00 S Q 3 310 4 R UBBOCK COUNTY N cQ._ 4
: s Koo 2132222 ' o & %5500 40 ~3 © ’ CSJ: 1502-02-002 2802
[Te} B B al e all o L = 9 . ‘ o 1 1502-02- o3 5
i L = 750.00 al; ol K - 218 v 2 So
o w w LT 21205, 00 = ~ l,m STATE LOOP 88 SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 -
© 3 o riment GEOMETRIC DESIGN .86
3’ 300 o~ o % 3’ 300 ronseraten FROM: STA 2635+00 g '>_- (L/L’) ;
) E ~od [Clie] N ™M T o MM | © N ™ — 0 [eXke] wn |~ O < M ST O < 22l N T w [~ @ O — T A dkeel ~ 1O O n M — [Co2kee] o O N ®© [Talie)] @ © ~ O @ oJ < 0 o O ~ O T w0 [Co2Ken] [e3Ne ~1O oo M ad ~ |~ — O [C-2aTp] N O Q@ | © wnmMm M — O Ll TeRIgN] wn N O O ~ @~ o — [elie] o< -~ N[ MO n|— OO o™ YO [C=2NeN] T © N © — QO o3k o T o — ~ 0 ~oy ~[o ~1Q | T o~ [e] TO: STA 2710+00 2 % ==
= ™ = o = o = [N N < o < < 6 < 6 < s s e < < o < = < < m o " o v o v o o N @ N @ N @ ~ @ ~ @ ~ @ = o~ v~ <~ o~ o~ o~ o~ © ~ o~ N <~ o~ ~ o~ o~ o~ oo o © o~ o~ ® o © © © © © © ~ @ ~ ~ ~ ~ @ ~ @ ~ © @ o — o o v o v o " o NS NIs) —= S o - © — =N < N x O -
a|lo> ™Mo ™M [SVARSN] [SVAREN] [SVAReN] [SVARSN] [SVARSN] [SVARSN] [SVARSN] [SVARSN] [SVAReN] [SVAReN] [SVAReN] NNy NNy N oy [SVAKeN) Ny N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — N — ™M — M| — M| — < — < — < — < — < — < — < — < — < — < — < — T — < — < — < — < — < — < — < — < — < — < — < — < — | — 0w — 0w — | — | — | — w oy wn oy n N n N T N T N T N hA .
8 Zg ™M M ™M M MM MM Lalhel MM Laliiel Laliiel Lalhiel MM MM MM MM ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M Lalel MM MM ™M M ™M M MM MM MM MM ™M M Laliiel Laliiel MM M ™M M ™M M ™M ™M M ™M ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M Lalhel ™M M ™M M Leliiel Lelliel MM MM Lalliel Lalliel Lalihe) ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M Lalel Lalel MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM M ™M M M ™M M ™M M ™M M sl APPRbVED:
i B S DI DI S S S S i i i i w3 ks M i I i w5 DI DS D S DS SIS i " e " " w3 w3 e s i M M i DI S i i i i " i " s ) s s s s W w5 DI SIS SIS SIS i i i i w3 w3 R w3 e i ) s M M S s \LUBBOCKDISTRICT REVISED: al oaTe: J 7
2635+00 2640+00 2645+00 2650+00 2655+00 2660+00 2665+00 2670+00 2675+00 2680+00 2685+00 2690+00 2695+00 2700+00 2705+00 2710+00 19

N:\P5313-0005—-16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_07.dgn

.pltctg

A\ IxDOT—=COL—=Half_PDF

DVasquez

019 12:06:4T PM

10

9



. \TxDOT-COL-Half*PDF.pltcfg

qn

. \TxDOT—COL—Half_PDF pltcfq

DVasquez

12:07:02 PM
N:\P5313-0005—16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_08.d

9/10/2019

\ ] F
! ! PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 400’ j I {
|_ ! ! ¢ LUBBOCK QUTER ROUTE | “[_ l 1 ] l_
pd RAMP 121 i i PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200° PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200° | BEGIN | ] Z
L PI STATION = 101+55,65 PI STATION = 106+03. 24 . . \ - L
5 s DELTA = 5° 547 45.37" (RT) DELTA = 8° 00’ 00.00" (LT) FROPOSED R.C.W. WIDTH 400 | ; 70" ROADWAY 70° ROADWAY NE— PROJECT i (|3 =
= ?EGEEETOF CURVE = I;SSgé 03.56" I_:I_)EGEEETOF CURVE = ;695471'8 35.49" € LUBBOCK OUTER ROUTE . . " 1o 12 12 12 12 ”2’ " 12 12 12 12 1o " / U N =0
ANGEN 155 ANGEN N : ) ’ : : : . . . . . N . . . . . : + |
o o LENGTH Z 31063 LENGTH z 9 88 PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200 PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200 1 1 S SR AU T ANE | TANE [T ANE ~T3HLOR| T[S BAT T ANE "~ TANE " "TANE ALY~ T3HLOR S D dm p o o)
= b RADIUS = 3,014.00 RADIUS = 3,000.00 i i < LANE LANE o Ny = 1= bt
()] w PC STATION = 100+00. 00 PC STATION = 103+93.46 . x58" ROADWAY x58° ROADWAY . . . g § i — 3 Lt g o w
= - - = . = : : 2 2 S =
s PT STATION 103+11.03 PT STATION 108+12. 34 5 Vo' 1z a2 4 1z e N L a2 12 2 L 1o 3 i i g —T‘ l 1 1 l t t 1 t *—T—— g ~E . o>
e L RAMP 122 < B NB FRONTAGE ROAD SHLDR | LANE | LANE | LANE |SHLDR|| |SHLDR| LANE | LANE | LANE [SHLDR B SB FRONTAGE ROAD & ; | g o W6 tRONTAGE HOMD PoL B SB FRONTAGE ROAD g o - - / i ¢ 1T
o o 2. 00% 2. 00% =
O n P1 STATION = 100+65. 12 PI STATION = 105+08. 65 @ , o ‘ o o o ) @ : : i — = i v Lz sz |z L e 52 Q i : |' O
o DELTA = 2° 287 31.56" (LT) DELTA = 8° 00’ 00.00" (RT) g0 8 12 | 12 4 2 2 a2t | 12 8 0 8 i 1 e L . o 3 LLNF > - H 3
= DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 03.56" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54‘ 35,49" el 4.5 pHLDR LANE 7 x| LANE | LANE SHLDR 5 e 40’ 8 127 127 4 = / L l | =
(1N O) TANGENT = 65.12 TANGENT = 209.78 & / sowe 2 souLK \ﬁ ! ! PHLDR LANE [ LANE o o I @ o
m w LENGTH = 130.22 LENGTH = 418,88 Lol 31 ! M » » BN PAVEMENT PAVEMENT (9] S T 5 - T oWl
= B RADIUS = 3,014.00 RADIUS = 3,000.00 ! ’ T f It N . = 55
0 O PC STATION = 100+00. 00 PC STATION = 102+98.87 o POT 10+00.00 ] = - O
m PT STATION = 101+30.22 PT STATION = 107+17.75 L e S ﬁ - [ n:
o PAVEMENT SECT I ON C C PAVEMENT 2. 00% S %—F‘L 5 - o
sra BRTHEGE = a
- A + . - $
(-] PAVEMENT I:l S E C T I ON A A :l PAVEMENT 1 - 5°x2° RC_B_‘ = ~ | (-]
. Sah _ = ol o .
= BENSERE. i
ok ! ! - gd
Eig R d 2 2 5 5 i i END | # N\ Egg
.‘ EXIT 1 MILE 1 - 5'X2' RCB i i l-J el M E \x
B RAMP S121 \ ! ! | | Ji“y r
€ NB FRONTAGE RD B NB FRONTAGE RD o | 1 | I | \ |
S H . |
S g i u x Y )—L% T
o : : z : : o
o PROP ROW L, : ’ : S ; , LR o VICINITY MAP
+ J L o LT + N.T.5.)
o ! . I " g ailll . 3
oY A T —— [p——— [ — g N O [ p—— +o———— — e e e — = ——- I ——— |“.-_7'_._| ...... [ ——— S T L o e e ——— SRR IS O ) S [ R——— - _!l.q._ —_—— e l_.\_$_._l:_’,..<._._.I_-._._._.'_.-.‘._l.__.-._._l_ ______ [ p— - 5 f- n = — o
N = 22740400 2274 & T Vo Tk NN T010} N
N ccOIJVUTUU £c0JIOTUU L TUUTUU CCTUITUU LT TUTUU LT TI7TUU T cUTUU CLTLOTUU Cc T OUTUU LT IOTUU ; LT IUTUU ; — Ccc T IOTUU BEGIN LBLRlIUD\éEVV n - U N
S a
B LUBBOCK LOOP 88 € LUBBOCK LOOP 88 STA 2784+52. 04 b 1 : /;' LEGEND
1
ﬁ Y :‘n 7B i _ ﬁ
N L - - -
v —— 7 - 2] R PROPOSED MAINLANES
% RSl i I 4\‘! YA s - - % FRONTAGE ROADS
II‘
— - ! ‘ — (| DIRECT CONNECTORS
( ) r . = 10500 - // W a
~ : 3 wfr ‘ T rawes ~
I “ T — e -1 . —_ - f] - - —_ 02 e 1 - [ - . - —_t - — [ _ —_ -~ ;./.C “ 1 P Y ) L S a - 2 - e ) 22 2! e te N, - e - [ - —_- —_ . 0 _ 1, “ .l_._._._l._._.éj__._._ _l\ ) ‘w..a — == a - I
o _._.‘_%_‘Jt:'.”_‘- e e _._‘.EJE.’:‘_ et e e - .-._‘._.4.1:.‘__ —_———— i = ot R e e e e e ‘_‘_)_".!5_“”_‘_* ————— . - ’_”|:::“_ RSO R PR R R .‘I.T_,:t.:;‘_._. - —_—————— e ._.‘_,_)|'.:'."T ___________ —_——— _._‘.'_’.!E_L.’:‘._‘ i Gl ..J_,.;;:,_,..\ _______ —_—— e — ———— ‘{._F,_,-J.\:.F.‘_ ............. —_— e .‘.,_,F,_,.l,:::_. e —-Taq e . ) . e _.-:_*,::_“:'_.-n el —— .m_._.m_.‘_.:ka'T —_—r i = ]Z(q +. ¢1-| schSfSeocboodE s doo2co S l:] EXISTING STRUCTURES I
I et \ ( 2605 \-( 3 (’ | -ru) = \-( B :] -1 ) - EXISTING PLAYA (
e ¢ o o e e e e e e = e e = e e e o e e e o e mmm o e mmm o o e e e e mmm e o mmm o mmm s o mmm s Glummle o G o S o S o S S S S S S S S S S S S S SEE S S S S S S SE S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S s e wmme O 1 N A I e el et e e e e e e e e e e il Rt e e e e e e o B o — e — — — . — . e e e e e kR kR ke kR k% k% kR kR k% kR kR ek kR h R e e h | e h o — B Sy A A S A — el M i — ———— _:-d_ ...................................................................... - s
I g PROP ROW < PROP ROW ' § o l:l t g PROPOSED BRIDGE STRUCTURES
. o e wm :\ 1
E S R LR PROPOSED MAINLANES E
B SB FRONTAGE RD C 4 - 36" RCP B SB FRONTAGE RD 2 ISRk
\ F R | R PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS
1 o "+
LL g I LL
| B RAMP S122 Co u nty R d 71 0 0 HE T | R/ PROPOSED RAMPS
1 | | 7
I s " FA VA | /A I
l EXIT 1/2 MILE | - 5'x2° RCB i (1 1 - 5°X2" RCB PROPOSED CONNECTORS
O C ou nt R d 71 0 0 FROPOSED R.0. Y. MIDTH 500 n l_ [ R S ——— A—aa aaaa-a- PROPOSED EMBANKMENT O
¢ LUBBOCK OUTER ROUTE A : ' T Vo
PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200° PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200° Aty o 3
ST 1 e o | .I o i PROPOSED RETAINING WALL
1350 0 0 AR | | V222222224 PROPOSED STRIPING
w 70 ROADWAY 70 ROADWAY ‘1580 %gg 2300 150 O lgg 100 388 oo dds 4 | w
. 5 . 1 e BT 4 '
EXIT ONLY = 10° ) 12 | 120 120 120 1 N 11 120 120 12t 127 10’ = 150 500 2809 %gg o 200 150 500 1\ A= 3 | — PROPOSED LANE INDICATOR
w . N q ISHLDR | AUX. LANE LANE LANE |SHLDR| SHLDR| LANE LANE LANE AUX. [SHLDR (=] —_— L i h_ 4444444 -4 w
o LANE LANE o Soo AR B T ! o PROPOSED RIGHT-OF-WAY
00Y) 888| /700 s0N||8838 (%o oo JSRERE '
] 2 21/4‘50— ] S B2 100252 100 ) L1 POT, 21+95.09 |
y , , 0 1450 2500 200 N © 150 _as o] 250 150 . - 16 . 2
_I g Z—T_‘ l 1 l l T T T T ,TL g é(slgj/ 2909 250 200 150 300 229 T PROPOSED CONTROL OF ACCESS (COA) _I
g B NB FRONTAGE ROAD . PoL . § 5B FRONTAGE HOAD g ‘ | 00 ! : | ; Ok CZ27275 PROPOSED DRAINAGE EASEMENT
‘ W £2.00% 2.00%w ﬁ ' 55— 700 \ ‘ 700 —350 ‘ | | ! | ,8 w0
32 14° | 12° 12 12 12 5 . o ) - L 1150 1150 1450 ' ' ! | 1oy L
TANE ~TCANE | "CANE " T"CANE T ANE w12 | a2 e " 1730 _1a30_ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ SL 88 450, 1750 ‘. | v ! ) 1oiE EXISTING PLANIMETRIC
5 / I 1 ' ! | | [ |
LANE LANE $HLDR| 5 ’/ , 1 I | | : , | d 1 e e e — o — EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY
PAVEMENT PAVEVENT %\ 800 00 100 50 50 300 @» ! : | : S
i 1 ! ' ' |
! 1600 :\288» ggg 838 ggg 1%8/ 883 100 500 600 ' SR EXISTING PARCEL MAP
0 J LS| |\ N
X <SR 500 _»~ T R CREEE e FUTURE ROADWAY (BY OTHERS)
" 450 1250 son| 1750 800 ﬁﬁ) 1250 LEGEND i
: | 750 2050 720Y 11300 1400|7500 1800 XXXX-2030 ADT KPR FUTURE DRIVEWAYS
o) 5~.S\U PGL ! 900 2500 030 § 1600 1700|[ 450 1900 XXXX-2050 ADT ! o
Y 1 - l
PAVEMENT L] SECTION B-B 0 XXXX-2060 ADT Sadl BN EXISTING ROADWAY TO BE REMOVED
" [m— EXISTING LANE INDICATOR
DESIGN CRITERIA
FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION: FREEWAY - URBAN
MAINLANE DESIGN SPEED: 75 MPH
FRONTAGE RD DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
RAMP DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
STA = 2786+54.00 DIR. CONN. DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
3,370 " ~ ex = -14.04"| | 3,370
L ~N ~ kL= 57.7), 356.25 L
) s N L = 1660.00 )
Z ™ ™ Z
E % 3,360 m ™ 3 3 3,360 E %
<0 : S 5 g 00l ; 0 50 100 200 (H) <0
Z pt 4 2 T - y)/g’\«oo\oo? Ej;;ﬁ Z ®)
2
= 3,350 3 a - ' S 3,350 0 5 10 20 (V) =+
— - v o % 3 : : ° -
oo ® o ES o o o PROP PGL SL88 o w o
o T = = 5 2 8 — < Lo
= ~ 2] ™M > o L ———— -
o | 3340 ) > - = = [ 3,340 F-6932 2
D) P~ < a " M * + 15021 Kary Freevay, )
(D A \ > . r? ﬁ / agugioi?o‘(exds 77094 (D
IS S o 3 B b by / o 281-945-0069 PH
J \ o o o / RIDGE = END BRIDGE 281-945-0081 FX
3,330 S © ° a O — BEGIN B 3 e 3,330 CIVIL ENGINEERS, INC
O & o
m —_— Z : N S — w|E
M 3. OOOO o X b /(9/ R Rt ';J
x B R o e B e — =2 F 50,2900 7 —_— e [(¥) + + ~ - x
o = L e e A A L A A e —_— ~ < - = =]
S —_— . = <
& 3,320 E I e e e © 9 /‘RAMP S123 ,// @ s 3,320 PRELIMINARY M
g - STA = 2715+75.00 T I A :, ._ L 3-000U ' " g
o o . > . ~——__ | 9 a ?ﬁe‘: 3, (€3 o~ — e}
5 o ex =1-95 | , ——L_ > > = Fe it ety T —— — ————— Document Incomplete: not intended =
p o EL = 3,325.60 ~ - b o 3
(8] 0 K = 212 ——_ 50 YR WSE I - === for permit, bidding or construction. o
& 3,310 + L = 575.00' [ g U N O N R —— -y e . 4 4 4 | | - | ] 777(1D.729w'_(J)_O*G_Osziff’?/———‘"'/ 5 3 3,310 X 9 &
g g : — c f/»/,g, RAMP S121 STA = 2173+66.00 o Engineer:  MIGUEL PONCE I11, P.E. § «
o 2 & T - gl . 8 PE. Serial N 67936 o g
i > ~{_ - EL | = 3,317,861 3 E. Serial No. @ B
w2 o ~_ . K = 229 ; e 6
o —-——_ P STA = 2763+77.00 = ' @ Date: 9/10/2019 o
8 T | 3,300 £ Tt g ex = 0,23° L 350.0p n 3,300 8 T
s E e S — 1 EL_ 5.3 310.680 = & K
Q ] / T N DU B = ) S &
oy 2 NATURAL GROUND — T~ P L =7210.00 ~ K \ o 2|,
09 uw Tre—— =7 o SCHEMATIC LAYOUT S8 uwk
%%gé 3,290 e S R I A RNy S 3,290 4 ® LUBBOCK COUNTY ) %%gé g
3282 % CSJ: 1502-02-002 32g2F
J-<4350c . <430
= 4 - 36" RCP rexas STATE LOOP 88 SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 =
. B .. s O .
.85 lﬂm GEOMETRIC DESIGN .85
SO ST Transportation SO ST
ZE 3,280 3,280 : + = E
e B T - R R T R N R R L e N e s O R - L R L R R R N T O O e N I s O - I R M T s e VO T P D S N R R 535s
x O o= [N (2N M < — @ | < ~ s wn | < w | < < < < ™M < ™M bl hellgl ™| N N N — N — N O - O - - [oXKes] O @ o\~ o w0 o0 o o w0 [eeRiTe] [ceRiTe] | < ~ s ~ s ~ ™M ~im M ©w ™M [CeAaN] [TeREeN] [TeREeN] 0w — 0w — T | — T | — T O m O helle] m o m o N O N O N 0 — — N O M O M — T N A el [Tali g o wn W wn [oe Tl o N0 haLs ~ o0 [e2iTe] M < [C AR [l g o < — N ™M < Lalliel Mo ™M N NNy —| N O o
alD>>D ™Moy ™Moy ™Moy ™Moy N oy ooy N oy N oy ooy ooy N oy N oy N oy ooy ooy ooy ooy N N N — N — N — N — N — N — - - - - - - i i i —|— —|— —|— - g g - - - - - = - - = —| O —| O — O — O — O — O — O — O g st —|— - - - - - - puy N — N — N — M| — M| — M — M — < | — < | — < | — < | — < | — < | — < | — < | — < | — DATE:
8 Zg ™M M ™M M MM MM Lalhel MM Laliiel Laliiel Lalhiel MM MM MM MM ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M Lalel MM MM ™M M ™M M MM MM MM MM ™M M Laliiel Laliiel MM M ™M M ™M M ™M ™M M ™M ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M Lalhel ™M M ™M M Leliiel Lelliel MM MM Lalliel Lalliel Lalihe) ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M Lalel Lalel MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM M ™M M M ™M M ™M M ™M M Laliiel MM MM MM ™M M Laliiel APPROVED:
8 o L TN e S o N e MY s SO N o ST s SO oMY S S T Mo s S N 2 e M) s S 1 S 2 N e s SO 10 2 N s MO 10 2 N e s ST 10 S 21 N e e S0 0 S 2 N e N xS N 2 N o s S T 2 T xS 2 e s SO 1 T 2 T s S 2 M ss SO 10 S e es ST 0 S e e s ST e S 0 N e s MO s S SO e ST S e N e ST s S 20 N e MY s S 3 N 2 e MY 1 e S Mo s S 2 ST s SO S 2 M e S L \LUBBOCKDISTRICT L y 8
19 2710+00 2715+00 2720+00 2725+00 2730+00 27135+00 2740+00 2745+00 2750+00 2755+00 2760+00 2765+00 2770+00 2775+00 2780+00 27185+00 2790+00 19

N:\P5313-0005—-16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_08.dgn

.pltctg

A\ IxDOT—=COL—=Half_PDF

DVasquez

PM



LUBBOCK DISTRICT
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

®

(ation

Texas
tment

Depart

of Trai

y £

. \TxDOT-COL-Half*PDF.pltcfg

SL 88 SCHEMATIC

PRELIMINARY
SUBJECT TO CHANGE

qn

. \TxDOT—COL—Half_PDF pltcfq

DVasquez

LUBBOCK LOOP 88 SEG 1&2; CSJ: 1502-02-002

LUBBOCK
0.5 MILES NORTH OF US 62

12:07:19 PM

ROADWAY:
O | COUNTY:
LIMITS FROM: US 84
LIMITS TO:

N:\P5313-0005—16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_09.d

9/10/2019

0

| a9 . |
| B EmEE -
F— BEGIN ]
X \\ _ L PROJECT 5 L
N i
. T 7 ; NS 2
\, x \ m
. Ctrl 1] |_ O
\ ANy 4 =T
. MBS Al A
TEXAS N Y = W
\, =] il o>
114 ) : » 7/ < i
. = ¢
\, i 7ﬁr : = | o0
‘\ - 3 / L l | O l_
EXIT 1/2 MILE - N , —2 o
\ 3 TH - Sl
TEXAS . 1] 5 N
\ = - = er)
EXIT 7 ONLY 114 . N I IS . |39
" G, 'p N %_'}LL > [— o
| 0‘/\ A .‘\ o N
: EXIT 1 MILE A OO . -
| N, 0 \ = } | e
: ) \ - N
1 = sl 2
: € NB FRONTAGE RD - t §
B RAMP S123 : N | | 4 ! E i 7 .
| B NB FRONTAGE RD ’ | ~ &
o o i PROP_ROW e END ~ =35
o of e Ve E e Sl PRORRM s PROJECT L 14 ] \“&
e s < e E
: b1 —— T — ————— 1) | G :
Of L L | ﬁ
[ o ) IS T [[yp—— At it ——— [ — [ —— e B - — - [P ——— [ —— e H+H+.-_..|.._-—_._J_-._._._l-._.._._-.‘l..-_._-._l-_.-._.-_| ....... Eomsmemlzi=—=cT I
N [ T TUTUU LT TIOTUU LLTOOTUU L TIUTUU LT ITOTUU I l__l | \ | l
N e N e e w Y )—L% [T
< VICINITY MAP
- - - - - - - - = = = = = = = = = = === == = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = %= = = = = = = = = = = =g== dljmi= = = = = = = = = = = = - = = = = = k= = = = = = = R T L < Y PO L L/ AN NN e~ ~ =~ i - ; (N.T.S.)
m .
[IT]
Z ;7
- £ LEGEND
-1
[e)
I ...... R e e el I e e bl — — o | e e — e o e e E— o oo o o o o oo oo o—— o o —— i —— ek o —— & . - ) a - | N . .
ot - - c ~ : = L . T ; 9 — PROPOSED MAINLANES
- S - f BT P, = - O
< N R e - | e e e e e s o e s o e  —h n s e sttt t bttt st O\ i = == < z . - . Z el ) + [ FRONTAGE ROADS
= N w —— - ==/l
b ¢ SB FRONTAGE RD T - % (| DIRECT CONNECTORS ( )
o .. . - R
: ¢ ] RAMPS
B RAMP S124 6 - 5'X2' RCB 1 1 & Y —
Al : . o, (| EXISTING STRUCTURES
N S 6 - 6'X3" RCB I
| ~ EXISTING PLAYA <
1l 1
| “ PROPOSED BRIDGE STRUCTURES
]y
3 EXIT ’ ONLY i | U“\_‘ . MA [NL ANE é" PROPOSED MAINLANES E
‘ | : o - PI STATION - 2845404, 55 n ., :, PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS I I I
BN o N DELTA = 50° 10’ 52.18" (RT) = Seal,
: \ DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 05’ 51.43" PROPOSED RAMPS I
' ! . TANGENT = 2,444.18 S
| PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 400° 1| 1 'ﬁﬁg?ag N g: g;é: g(') PROPOSED CONNECTORS
‘ : : PC STATION = 2820+60. 37 “H—b—b—ObO—Oe PROPOSED EMBANKMENT
) b LUBBOCK OUTER ROUTE , = PT STATION - 2866+32.18 U
PROPOSED R.0O.W. WIDTH 200 PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200 N .
1 o 1 PROPOSED RETAINING WALL m
bl EB FRONTAGE WB FRONTAGE
*58° ROADWAY *58° ROADWAY - i M
3 0 2 2 2 - 2 2 2 0 : e ! Bé ?TATION : 558226]4.535 8" (RT Bé ?TATION : é(2)8]864|.5§4 8" (RT e e e w
5 10° , 12° 12° 120 110 N 1112 12 12 10’ S : . LTA = ° 10’ . 18" (RT) LTA = ° 10 .18" (RT)
/2 B NB FRONTAGE ROAD STOR T ANE [ CANE " TANE " [SHLOA| T {3HLOR "CANE " "CANE | "CANE ~ERLOR B SB FRONTAGE ROAD z 1 r 1 DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 04' 08. 22" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 07° 40.33" - PROPOSED LANE INDICATOR
o 5 o TANGENT - 2,509.73 TANGENT - 2,376.63 (00)
2 a0 o 12 | 12 4 P Y 0 2 ! LENGTH = 4,694.43 LENGTH = 4,449.20 - PROPOSED RIGHT-OF-WAY
S 5 HLD‘ LANE | LANE ‘ 2 _Z n:‘ LANE | LANE ‘HLDR 5 S I 1 RADIUS = 5,360.00 RADIUS = 5,080.00
g SDWLK & SDWLK 3 [ . PC STATION = 22797+05. 21 PC STATION = 12794+63.02 PROPOSED CONTROL OF ACCESS (COA) |
[ Ny ‘ . oo | POL z ‘ 5 ) Al i PT STATION = 22843+99.64 PT STATION = 12839+12. 21
4.00% 5 | : 0727775 PROPOSED DRAINAGE EASEMENT
‘ ‘ ‘ L ‘ ‘ N RAMP 123 RAMP 124
; PAVENENT Ly, 2 o0 .5 L PI STATION = 102+09.78 PI STATION = 106+52.65 PI STATION = 102+09.78 PL STATION = 106+56.98 EXISTING PLANIMETRIC
S PAVEMENT s e 3 = [ 1 DELTA = 8° 00’ 00.00" (LT) DELTA = 2° 28" 31.56" (RT) DELTA = 8° 00’ 00.00" (RT) DELTA = 2° 05 37.18" (LT)
T - By 550 S : DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 35.49" DEGREE_OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 03.56" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54' 35.49" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 03.56" ——— EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY
SECTION C-C PGL 1 ] TANGENT = iog.ég TéNgI%NT - 6%6152 TéNg%NT - 202.;2 TéNg%NT - 556074
PAVEMENT PAVEMENT o | : LENGTH = 418, LENGTH = 130. LENGTH = 418, LENGTH = 11041 EXISTING PARCEL MAP
L R S L IR LRI LR %
il PC STATION = 100+00. ATION = 105+87. ATION = 100+00. ATION = 106+01.90
PT STATION - 104+18. 88 PT STATION = 107+17.75 PT STATION - 104+18. 88 PT STATION = 107+12.04 FUTURE ROADWAY (BY OTHERS)
N ) FUTURE DRIVEWAYS
) - . assnny EXISTING ROADWAY TO BE REMOVED
B N N - - - - [—s EXISTING LANE INDICATOR
DESIGN CRITERIA
FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION: FREEWAY - URBAN
MAINLANE DESIGN SPEED: 75 MPH
FRONTAGE RD DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
RAMP DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
DIR. CONN. DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
3,370 3,370
L
O
Z
3,360 ) ) 3,360 E <
® ~ I
- ° 0 50 100 200 (H) < (@)
g 2 Z5
el M . . | § l_
- - N © ©
3,350 i i s . . = B 3,350 0 5 10 20 (V) =
" " s o o ~ - P Iy
[Te} ~N [s\) — — LIJ O
3 | " N ~ N ™ ™M o
o o s $ = = - ~ LLl
3,340 o o " - - " " 3,340 D' 2
< “ o ™~ ™ F-6932 GDJ
© — . (V) " " _7 _', 15?21 Katy Freeway,
\\ ° & o ; 5 STA = 2860+35.00 o - EN E CH E%g%g?zgggﬂg;w% @
~ 73 - | = +32. o o “4a5-
o o STA = 2812+75.00 w w - 7 281-945-0081 FX
3,330 \ 5 Q 3 ex = -0.41 o o STA = 2840+36. 89 EL 3,318.5 : S-, 3,330 CIVIL ENGINEERS, INC
\ ~ EL = 3,315.97 7} 7} o Eb 733159 o o
5, Q & " K = 688 . S 9 o ‘ :
\ < < & L | =475.00 S Q 2 PROP PGL SL88 = =
- \@\ © o - & b S
3,320 @ N 3 P & o - 3,320 PRELIMINARY M
P RAMP S123 Q ~ o~ ¥ (+)0.1300 7%(-)0.2800 % S S N
50 YR WSE " \\ > (+)0.3900 %(-)0. 3000 % g Y (+)0. 2800 %(+)0.1300 % oo vA wer 8
777777 ,7772777777777777,777777777777777777 N\ b YR WSE > > - ﬂ\ /“,7\,,,,iﬁ,,‘,,\‘*_77777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777W777777777777777777777A977777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777 —_(30.2800 3%0.4500 %4 — Document Incomplete: not intended =5
I T3, Y \Va N —_— SRR . T T —— T —— —_———— ==\ /T~ — - N S () ——— =7 i A R T o7 : : f it, bidding or constructioi 3
3,310 e M e L *7*’*4*—*»*7*»*717***7*4*9499% oY oY W77 e e e e s = _LC -1 S-S A R Y e B f.*ffff;*ffffrfffff:lfffgz‘wT 2800 4 | \7 TN\ I e m 3,310 or permit, bidding or construction. ©
, I P10, 3960 % ~—— ———— L B {1111 D E———— A e C R R I —— 3000 7°(+)0. a : Engineer:  MIGUEL PONCE 11, P.E. g o
L RAMP 124 fﬂﬂ & NATURAL GROUND — f STA = 2872+67.00 i 67936 o g
D 6 - 5'X2' RCB " 6 - 6'X3' RCB — STA_T o288 P PE. Serial No. 67936 2 3
> STA = 2801+44. 00 ) STA = 2826+13. 00 EL| = 3,315.09' Date: 9/10/2019 © @)
3,300 D ex = 3.28' . ex = 0,16 , K = 288 , 3, 300 0 T
5 EL—3.3,311.5 EL_—s 3131196 L= 210,00 g g
ol K = 2 . =
iy A TP o L = 225.00° gx S
s o f SCHEMATIC LAYOUT x 88 i
3,290 S ° 3,290 ® LUBBOCK COUNTY 2833
- CSJ: 1502-02-002 3242
2 l,m STATE LOOP 88 SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 . E
3 eporinent GEOMETRIC DESIGN 4
3,280 — 3,280 FROM: STA 2790+00 % Eon
—J —|© (SN [Clie] [Telieel ~— ~— ~o N — N[O ~o O~ [ © Mo Dals O — M~ N - [JKTe] | — n o [<<2ReN] © 0N [e3ke)] o~ o~ [e22N%e] I8 [<22Eep] o [e23Ke)] [e22Ke)] [e23Ke)] [<2JEeV) O N [eke] ~ wn | © ™M — 0 | — ~ o wn o MmO — O [N ~OC n — Dali's) NN [TeliSy @ O — 0 <O ~ i~ O~ ™M QO [CaNep) o~ N o wnoJ [~<BNTg} — O T ™M ~ 0 [e)Kee) M0 O ™M [<20Ke] n|— ~~ [e20kee] — T ™M [Taliee] ~ o o~ — = M — w < O — N — [*<2Te] 2l TO: STA 2875+00 <D|:I:
gjg NS < T N — ~ [eeliee] [ce el @ O o< Lalitel — T — M o o | O o~ ™M O ~ i~ —|© [TeRENe] @ O N D T © wn © w N N > o< [Co R g Laliiel o< ~© T | © - 0 — w M N © — | © N @ T O ~ad o< Laliee] w ™M @ | © — Aullg ~ o O N w M [ce el o — " N — T @ w ™M O — [ lEe] o | O © — T MM T ™M w0 ~ O | < o — O N — Mo T | — M N o — ~ | ™M wn ™M N D o~ (2N} Moy — M | W0 w LalieN| M0 O~ — OO§§
N EE Sl @ [N ™| — o - ~ 2 < = i o = ~ S [Ty < = PSS o o oS o iEs) <o <o <o w o w o w o w o B o <o <o <3 <3 S " S [ars - - N [ N NI NI [N SN P v~ < < < < < < <0 S S B ol o < © < o < G ™ $ ™ G ™ eI eI ~la ~a ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e o oo 0 o © © o N N N N [N [N © ™ © ™ T T B < B < B < © X O
Slze w . "o "o "o "o = o = o ™o foghs ot ot poghs bt b= Pl pogb= g - gt ot ot ot ot ot foghs gt fogs bt b b b - - - - pogts ot ot ot fogis ot ot bogh pog bogh b bogh bt bt by bt bt g et ot ot ot ot ot g ot ot g b b b o o "o "o "o ot ot ot pogis ot ot bt bt bog bog bt bt - - oare:
H ECRaL R M M M R R R R R R R W ~ M M M M i R R R M R R R R R M M e e e " M M M R R M R R M M W W W " " i I M M M i R M R R R R R R W R R R e i " " R M R M R R R M M M R W " - \LUBBOCKDISTRICT REVISED: @ VAL DATE: y 9
2790+00 2795+00 2800+00 2805+00 2810+00 2815+00 2820+00 2825+00 2830+00 2835+00 2840+00 2845+00 2850+00 2855+00 2860+00 2865+00 2870+00 2875+00 19

N:\P5313-0005—-16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_09.dgn

.pltctg

A\ IxDOT—=COL—=Half_PDF

DVasquez

019 12:07:19 PM

10



LUBBOCK DISTRICT
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

®

(ation

Texas
tment

Depart

of Trai

y £

. \TxDOT-COL-Half*PDF.pltcfg

SL 88 SCHEMATIC

PRELIMINARY

SUBJECT TO CHANGE

qn

. \TxDOT—COL—Half_PDF pltcfq

DVasquez

LUBBOCK LOOP 88 SEG 1&2; CSJ: 1502-02-002

LUBBOCK
0.5 MILES NORTH OF US 62

12:07:46 PM

LIMITS FROM: US 84

N:\P5313-0005—16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_10.d
LIMITS TO:

— | ROADWAY:
O | counrty:

9/10/2019

0

RAMP 125 RAMP 126 PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 400’ PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 400’ S T K | N I
PI STATION = 101+55.65 PI STATION - 106+03.24 PI STATION = 10046512 PI STATION - 105+08.65 8800k OUTEn Ut LRI \ ' ' [
DELTA = 5° 54’ 45,37" (RT) DELTA = 8° 00’ 00.00" (LT) DELTA = 2° 28’ 31.56" (LT) DELTA = 8° 00’ 00.00" (RT) € LUBBOCK OUTER ROUTE N ‘
DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 03.56" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 35,49" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 03.56" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 35,49" PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200° PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200 PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200’ PROPOSED R.0O.W. WIDTH 200’ oLzt I F ‘ —
e g 1 e iy S G 2k =
LENGTH = 311. LENGTH = 418, LENGTH = 130. LENGTH = 418, , , . . 7 -
RADIUS = 3,014.00 RADIUS = 3,000, 00 RADIUS = 3,014.00 RADIUS = 3,000. 00 . %58'_ROADWAY / 58 ROADWAY . 70" ROADWAY - 70’ ROADWAY % \\ a ,:f,‘jé’éT —
PC STATION = 100+00. 00 PC STATION = 103+93. 46 PC STATION = 100+00. 00 PC STATION = 102+98.87 o o1z a2 1z N L 1z 1z 1z 1o = h0' 120 1zt 1z izt 1t N ni e 1zt izt 1zt 10’ = NE O
PT STATION = 103+11.03 PT STATION = 108+12.34 PT STATION = 101+30.22 PT STATION = 107+17.75 o B NB FRONTAGE ROAD SHLDR T CANE " LANE T TANE TSHLDR| T TSHLDR "CANE " CANE ™ |"LANE GRLD B SB FRONTAGE ROAD e S SHLDR | AUX. -\ LANE "] LANE | LANE ~|SHLDR| [1|SHLDR| "LANE | LANE | LANE | AUX. "|SHLDR S g ! P~ =
RAMP 127 RAMP 128 o 3 z LANE LANE z //// / d (n'd o
Pl STATION - 103+56.43 PI STATION = 107+31.61 Pl STATION = 108+55.21 g o &, 120 | 12 , , e | 2 s w0 g 9 5 5 o R/ L] ~ O
DELTA = 13° 33" 03.34" (LT) DELTA = 0° 50’ 23.38" (RT) DELTA = 10° 54" 10.42" (LT 572 35 BN LANE | LANE o 2 . .2 ~"UANE | LANE "€HLOR - 4 ~ - < e =1 =/ | r [ [dp)] -
DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 35,49" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54’ 03.56" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 54 03.56" 13 SDWLK =] = SDWLK £ 2 B NB FRONTAGE ROAD -~ e B e —
e T e s 1 N L : - % e T L L o || o “ o S o =
LENGTH = . LENGTH = 44,1 LENGTH = . 2 il — = [ . . . . . -
RADIUS = 3,000. 00 RADIUS - 3,014, 00 RADIUS - 3,014,00 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ e L DO LA 40 g ‘ X W
PC STATION = 100+00. 00 PC STATION = 107+09.52 PC STATION = 105+67.57 e 40° 8 . 12 12° 4 (@] ()]
PT STATION = 107+09.52 PT STATION = 107+53. 70 PT STATION = 111+41,11 3 PAVEMENT EP FLOFLAETLANE e AN = C N _ 3 O+
i R Rl ) R R AL R ARk R R R 2 R b _i : SEC T I ON C _ C z PAVEMENT PAVEMENT t 3 R ) Z m O
. =
; : n \ 2 ‘ VR 5 - oM LW
! 1 PAVEMENT L ‘ = =)
i : e 2. 00% T} m 5 10
! \ = Z S0 : i
! i 7 V. S| o
! - - 3 - =
//, AVEMEN PAVEMENT ) R g 5 T
SECTION E-E AN
\ | . County Rd 6900 | e N
: . - i
; NN ~ i
N EXIT 1/2 MILE ' 7 ~§;
»
- T ]
€ NB FRONTAGE RD L
‘ ¥
\
Sl VICINITY MAP
(NTs)
(o} O
© o~
B NB FRONTAGE RD g &
) g 8
~N
O oo e e e e e e e etz L PROP ROW /o ] U UEUUOUY SRy A P NSRS WP LEGEND
+ Q <&
L = — o
'\ __________ =7 r’_".‘_".__.El._._.._..J.._ '—"I_a_ Uy N ——— oo l_._‘\_._l._:,.-._.JH_._._J__.-._F_._._FJ. ______ a Scoolas a 5 i 1 44;._._1 ....... _.—-.-l..-—.—-._—l_.?_._(_.'_-—-_.—-I—-—--—-‘-""" ue .
o0 2285500 2286000 — 2286500 2287000 22875+00 22885700 o 22890700 BEGIN BRIDGE S 22900+0Q” 2290560 rx) el RS- ARARAY e ] PROPOSED MAINLANES
1 1 27 oy "-
N X \ * STA 2915+84.79 END BRIDCE * & - I FRONTAGE ROADS
! - STA 2920+80.56
E (I DIRECT CONNECTORS O
w ~ = = /7 RAMPS —_—
wi® - = - Tom.g - - - - 880w00- - - o - o o - 2885500 0 - o B e S - - - 289000 o o o i - - - 2895000 -3 - - - - - - - 220000 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 2005400 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _2910%00_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _32915+00 _ N\ \}  OUTRNKU RN - SN - - - - - - 292540 ) _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _ = _ 2930:0( ) i ) = . T (| EXISTING STRUCTURES I_
4 1] N : : a EXISTING PLAYA
— 3 00+00 105+00 ¢ SB FRONTAGE RD <
-l 105+00 : 3 - PROPOSED BRIDGE STRUCTURES
I T T [ L I o/ S I 00 =k e om0 e om0 —olo s 0d L B 0 e el oma oo om0 B0 e (e 0m0— i om0— o T T ST 0 0 SR S0 A S 6 0 05 b o i 1o o 0 o e 0.0 0 e Th e 00 0 e 05 00 0 o € 0. 0 e e 0 o e €50 e 0 Eerem0 0 b 0 0 ) L b e b oo diac—0 0 ks — TP i AR PROPOSED MAINLANES E
: : smos-maammaa: T - T 12200 . -t - °
E ‘ — 2 y T PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS I I I
<_ ........................................................ e : " D VSN .. S N e N o NP o e e et ——. ’ N B 47 A Y () DR P W DR L RBW R B RAMP S128
e - - 3 o S 7 R PROP ROW . 2 PRO! PROPOSED RAMPS
= ‘ 27 36"RCP-- -~ ' i y 7 N i PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 400° PROPOSED CONNECTORS I
E € LUBBOCK OUTER RQUTE O
== . B e - S S S
_Leerilis - B S8 FRONTAGE RD i PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200° PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200" PROPOSED EMBANKMENT
J27IizE7 . RAMP S126 : Q ) ) PROPOSED RETAINING WALL CD
22727 | 70’ ROADWAY 70' ROADWAY
AP . — 24 :
EXIT 1 MILE " : = . lor L 12 L 1zt 4 a2t 12r L e 1y 1z L a2 4 12 . 12 4 10 s yorIII0204 PROPOSED STRIPING
) ) & EXIT 1/2 MILE ! Pe) EXIT ’ ONLY S SHLDR [ AUX. | LANE | LANE | LANE |SHLDR] | [SHLDR| LANE | LANE | LANE | AUX. |SHLDR S : PROPOSED LANE INDICATOR w
z . > o« LANE LANE «
EXIT ™ ONLY e s 2 2 o0
. - w w
200 150 29 100 g 50 4 199 130 300 EXIT * ONLY ' N g Z—T* l l l l T T T T -T—2 g e PROPOSED RIGHT-OF-WAY
400 300 :go 200 O 100200 250 350 ; m & B NB FRONTAGE ROAD PGL & PROPOSED CONTROL OF ACCESS (COA) |
600 450 49’ 300 150 350 400 | p ‘ W 1o 0ox 2. 007l ﬂ B SB FRONTAGE ROAD
\‘_ = - = i > 40’ O OV - S N y U w© 270745 PROPOSED DRAINAGE EASEMENT CD
50 oo f 50 1 . | |
100 loa SSR 1,1% 100 |2ES 100 100 /285 | 5 5 = LANE HLDR EXISTING PLANIMETRIC
150 100 150 © 2 150 I~ —— 150 200 ! o DWLK S
200 150 150 750 150 : 51 PAVEMENT PAVEMENT =
200 [ | ! 1<’ o - ; 1 \ U e EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY
—~——— 1000 \ ] %50 750 : O ‘ ‘ :
V2% 1829 SL 88 1750 1199 | L - EXISTING PARCEL MAP
1730 2050 ‘ ‘ 1450 1100 . - 1.5% 2. Q0%
[ | 1 ] A TS B el T | e FUTURE ROADWAY (BY OTHERS)
150 TA00N\ : A
400 W
?80 :gg ?80 29 | 3% 39 28 ?80 ggg 650 ! Vo PAVEMENT PAVEMENT FUTURE DRIVEWAYS
150~ 150 879 (30 1384[ BEE U0 N&o_ ; . L —
- - EXISTING ROADWAY TO BE REMOVED
200 150 5 100 150 || /B0 90 750 I SECTION F-F — EXISTING LANE INDICATOR
350 250 100 150 300 ||f 700 400 1250
500 350 150 ¢ | 200 400 || 150 550 1500 LEGEND
XXXX-2030 ADT
XXXX-2050 ADT
XXXX-2060 ADT
DESIGN CRITERIA
STA = 2918+54. 00 FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION: FREEWAY - URBAN
ox = 14,04 MAINLANE DESIGN SPEED: 75 MPH
E'—_ 3 3’ 364. 47 FRONTAGE RD DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
L = 1,872.00 RAMP DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
DIR. CONN. DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
L
. . O
< ™M -/ (<)) ~ ~
(\: ™M \Z-QW'OOOO 8 % >_ Z
3,360 o Q W o [Tk < @ 3,360 o %
M O o) M
o . = o " 0 50 100 200 (H) <ZE $)
= E " " PROP PGL SLSS—\ o " " E!’E;ﬁ‘ § O
. ; (V] . .
3,350 ,: o 2 .4 S 2 3,350 0 5 10 20 (V) = ::
Ll M o o .-———""'_—- T
Y el < N )—/ \\ S 3 I&J (Lla
~ [N I I
3, 340 ' 0 : — B Y S 3,340 o3
= = ) N BR —/ o \— END BR o F-6932
o o § 5 / BEGIN BRIDGE 2 END BRIDGE \ 8 g %3?5; éggy Freeway, D
8 8 & ol )-.\ ~ N STA = 2939+35.00 EN E H Houston, Texas 77094 N
STA| = 2877+61.00 - o g g _— > S5 > g & & 1998 13 c 2817322 3087 Fx
3,330 EL | = 3,317/31" ~ @ . RAMP S125 — 7 " - n > > K= 923”7 °° 3,330 CIVIL ENGINEERS, INC
2 g " \ z 2 L =]240.00"
o o M = ™ S~
@ @ Le] s M
N N s iy \ x
o = [ R S NN S P P - B AN = \ g
3,320 S Q _— e it ek e R yd - T - ' A — P . . 3,320 PRELIMINARY &
B o L —o— ————+10.570 - H 4 NI i ~J3 +)0. 2600 %.(+)0.0000 % 3
y0. 4500 %(+)0. 0000 % 50 YR WSE —— P S126 = NATURAL GROUND - H - 00 —5— e e —— S S
L - T T __rr 7T 70 0T T 4 O D 771QQ,QOQQ_,_2’(;,LO.57—OGL'4"J w - N 00 p‘.(L)QLZJSOCLZl*—*'G' N 0 e I 1 _ . e
pp— 4 == S alyulealon ittt WS 2 =1 1 I B 8 —-— N 43}7777_‘ 77777777 47’71##~,-_’}~~ N © = Document Incomplete: not intended B
T ———— r == T B ) 4 —— =T - A ) e b .
3,310 S (U WG ,t,,, ,,,,,,,,,, L élA;]Z?] 04+00. 00 i 5 RAMP 127 o o N 3,310 for permit, bidding or construction. 3
Y. SR T 2897478.00 " 13/520. 05 T 3 STA = $934:75.00 5 \rawe si28 | Engineer:  MIGUEL PONCE [11, P.E. § «
2 - 36" RCP h ==°-3j§,7 51 T 2265, 00 S N gx = 3410 - 40 M M PE. Serial No. 67936 o 3
- ° ~ N - 233’ :
7 %0, 000 o - L $960. 00" ' ' Date: 91072019 g o
3,300 Q by g g 3,300 ® z
3 o o
s) o
8 8 2,
W w f SCHEMATIC LAYOUT § g8 u
. - 8 3,290 ® LUBBOCK COUNTY 2BIS
0 3 CSJ: 1502-02-002 233828
o~ ~N s
rexoss STATE LOOP 88 SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 2
Q Py lamm GEOMETRIC DESIGN .86
3,280 > > 3,280 FROM: STA 2875+00 = E
E:Q 0 M ol MM Mo MO MM M~ M N M~ Lalitel Lalitel Lalitel Lalitel M w0 ™M 0 M — ™M~ M < M~ M| — M| o MM [TelNe)] O~ wn | © - < W | — o~ [TelNe)] w | — o W [se2EeN) 0 < ~ O M| o wn | — w o — T o T O oM ™M < T ™M o < |~ w oy N~ O © ~ r~ [Telio) o O elie] o o O~ — O — wn o [ 2NeN] n o M~ Mo Moy O n ~ |~ ~ o M~ — M~ — ~ o ~ o ~own ~ioN ~ O ~ s ~| O ~ O ~io ~ O ~ O ~ o OO§§
r= oW ~ o ~ w6 ~ < ~ < ~ < ~ ~ ~ o ~ S N N N ~ 2 ~ 2 ~lad ~lad ~ ~ N N TS ~ o ©|© o~ ol w oo JaareN oo <o ~o oo o W = © — —|= M o N N TN e o o o o o™ o — © o ~ TS ™ < =< © < O < e o™ ~ < < N o w o6 ©|© ©|© o~ |~ o~ o~ o) o) |~ o~ o~ |~ o[~ ©|© ©|© o0 o™ o w0/l o~ roOJJ
alo>D - = —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —— —— —— —— —— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —— —_— —_— —_— o — N — ooy oy Ny Moy Moy Moy <o <o < o < o <o <N 0oy oy 0w o 0w oy < oy < — < | — < — < — < — M| — M| — M| — M| — N — N — N — N — —— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —= —| = —| = —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— —_— X
828 M ™M M ™M M MM Lalhel MM Laliiel Laliiel MM MM MM MM MM ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M Lalel MM MM ™M M ™M M MM MM MM MM ™M M Laliiel Laliiel MM M ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M Lalhel ™M M ™M M Leliiel Lelliel MM MM Lalliel Lalliel Lalihe) ™M M ™M M ™M M ™M M Lalel Lalel MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM MM M ™M M ™M ™M M ™M M ™M M Laliiel MM MM MM ™M M Laliiel APPRbVED: lo
H B R R M M R R R R R R R W ~ M M M M i R R R M R R R R R M M e e e " 5w M M R R M R R M M W W W " " i I M M M i M M R R R R R R R R R R e i " " R M R M R R R M M \LUBBOCKDISTRICT REVISED: @ VAL DATE: y
2875+00 2880+00 2885+00 2890+00 2895+00 2900+00 2905+00 2910+00 2915+00 2920+00 2925+00 2930+00 2935+00 2940+00 2945+00 2950+00 2955+00 19

N:\P5313-0005—-16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_10.dgn

.pltctg

A\ IxDOT—=COL—=Half_PDF

DVasquez

019 12:07:46 PM

10



. \TxDOT-COL-Half*PDF.pltcfg

qn

. \TxDOT—COL—Half_PDF pltcfq

DVasquez

12:08:08 PM
N:\P5313-0005—16—1\CADD\DGN\X1_SCHEM\SL88_1_SCHEM_PP_S_00_11.d

9/10/2019

~ [ [ ] | .}
MAINLANE | 1| || \
PI STATION = 2982+49.54 ]
= DELTA = 88° 03’ 32.25" (LT) | \ NF | =
prd DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 05 51.43" - BEGIN Z
— L TANGENT - 5,046.09 \ i PROJECT —
O LENGTH = 8,022.72 NE O
0= RADIUS = 5.220.00 H i 0=
o o PC STATION = 2932+03. 45 or o
ATION = 3012+26. 1 q
= O PT STATIO 3012426, 17 >§\ ,/ o] ~ O
() d EB FRONTAGE i WB FRONTAGE Ny | L FT— 0 d
oS PI STATION = 22958+81.66 PI STATION = 12956+64. 91 - -,Eg S oS
DELTA = 88° 03’ 32.25" (LT) DELTA = 88° 03 32.25" (LT) ST %
v L DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 07’ 40.33" DEGREE OF CURVE = 1° 04° 08.22" o = ‘ X LU
OO0 TANGENT = 4,910.75 TANGENT = 5,181.42 b B OO0
o) LENGTH = 7,807.55 LENGTH = 8,237.88 PR 2! [ z _ / .
— RADIUS = 5,080.00 RADIUS = 5,360. 00 e L o\ O+
m O PC STATION = 22909+70. 91 PC STATION = 12904+83. 48 i = m O
o w PT STATION = 22987+78.46 PT STATION = 12987+21.37 PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 400’ - i s, B oM W
o ,;"'/," © LUBBOCK OUTER ROUTE = - = er)
-l 8 s ' PROPOSED R.O.W. WIDTH 200’ PROPOSED R.0.W. WIDTH 200’ ﬁ—}u - F > N | 8
o C oun ty R d 6 9 0 0 . 58" ROADWAY 58’ ROADWAY . | o
= 27 =
5 10’ 12° 12° 127 1N 127 127 127 10’ 5 - X! B 4
e EXIT 1 MILE z B NB FRONTAGE ROAD SHLDR‘ LANE ‘ LANE ‘ LANE ‘SHLDR’ SHLDR‘ LANE ‘ LANE LANE |SHLDR B SB FRONTAGE ROAD Z £ ~ T )
§ 2 40 8 12 12 8 40 2 e AN §
§ o : : : : : 4 o E 3
of EXIT * ONLY sz s ST t t TANE SO ] . S ﬂ of
E§E 'S, o //SDWLK o - T\.\ .§§E
+f & N A 31 i ) N
e - ‘ E:‘,: | ] ]
N
V PAVEMENT SE C T I ON C - C % ‘ ﬁ
S % \H
PAVEMENT J
< %
S ‘ 5 VICINITY MAP
N . (N.T.S.)
:,‘ 1 ! :“
- i o LEGEND
-~
e i
il [ PROPOSED MAINLANES
B NB FRONTAGE RD . | FRONTAGE ROADS
O . PROP ROW_ ‘/‘/‘ (| DIRECT CONNECTORS O
-------------------- - e /] RAMPS
I I
I_ (| EXISTING STRUCTURES I_
< _______ EXISTING PLAYA <
PROPOSED BRIDGE STRUCTURES
E PROPOSED MAINLANES E
; PROPOSED FRONTAGE ROADS I I I
I PROPOSED RAMPS I
PROPOSED CONNECTORS
O oa A aa a a s PROPOSED EMBANKMENT O
e . — SRR -
(D 2 el il et T SRS i PROPOSED RETAINING WALL CD
N == m— o1 wrwaray =T
. e i 0020224 PROPOSED STRIPING
s e —T -
w PROP ROW -—) PROPOSED LANE INDICATOR CD
v
w - - PROPOSED RIGHT-OF-WAY w
| PROPOSED CONTROL OF ACCESS (COA) |
(l) (72272745 PROPOSED DRAINAGE EASEMENT CD
EXISTING PLANIMETRIC
i EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY
EXISTING PARCEL MAP
FUTURE ROADWAY (BY OTHERS)
FUTURE DRIVEWAYS
BRRXEXA EXISTING ROADWAY TO BE REMOVED
—> EXISTING LANE INDICATOR
DESIGN CRITERIA
FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION: FREEWAY - URBAN
MAINLANE DESIGN SPEED: 75 MPH
FRONTAGE RD DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
RAMP DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
DIR. CONN. DESIGN SPEED: 50 MPH
L L
O O
Z Z
& < & <
I T
<ZE O = 5 0 50 100 200 (H) <ZE $)
= = [3,350 . . P P 3,350 0 5 10 20 (V) =
— ~ 4 " " — -
&J O yf :: " " % O
L ™ 2] . . [N
o 3 |33 " s @ @ 3,340 o A
F-6932
7 " " ST 2983+33.00 8 8 135951 éggy Freeway, D
_ . . A = + . . . uite
n STh_=_2931774.00 o @ STA = 2972+95. 00 EL = 3,320,097 & 5 EN E H ousTon, Texas 17094 1)
ex = .2 By s - / * * 281-945-0081 FX
EL = 3,318.73" ° o ex 0.18 ) ¥ s
3, 330 K- 387" . 3 3 L = 3,318.06 ) o 3,330 CIVIL ENGINEERS, INC
‘ L = 280.00 < @ | = 240.00’ o o
+ + [} -
E 3 3 PROP PGL SL88 S = (+30. 28 8
& 3,320 & & (+)0.2800 %(+)0.0000 % , 3,320 PRELIMINARY &
| (+)0. 0000 %(=)0. 7300 o = v (+)0. 280 —— —_— B T e e R B - —_—T R R «0.0000 7(+0.2500°% = < 3
g : ‘ g £ .)0.8700 %(+)0.2800 & - ———— - — L A S
© —— > > _ — — - . . ©
5 " - 50 Ym\\ | N e NATURAL GROUND _/ & Document Incomplete: not infended 5
: 8 3,310 I %‘;“W“ ": g ggggg (0. 7360% (Tm:’BﬁW*"-*Jﬂ - & glA: 3002+37.00 :} 3,310 for permit, bidding or construction. 8
§ o 2 ‘*“**:7 = —— == = = = e ;33;3), 5097 . Engineer:  MIGUEL PONCE I1I, P.E. g o
Y g 1 - 52" RCB Y el dl L =0220.00° y P.E. Serial No. 67936 o 8
g O 3,300 ' ' ot T02950743:90 - S 500 Date: 9/10/2019 z O
| o o ; ; EL = 3,312.39 3 3 S ! a Z
S x v v K = 2<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>