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1. Proposed Action 

1.1 Introduction 

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) proposes improvements along 2.35 miles of the 
existing Interstate 35 (I-35) between Rundberg Lane and U.S. Highway 290 East (US 290E). To 
accommodate vertical clearances on I-35, additional improvements to 1.6 miles of US 183 
between Georgian Drive and Cameron Road are necessary. Figure 1-1 shows the project location 
within the larger area, and Figure 1-2 details the project’s logical termini. The proposed 
improvements would require approximately 7.23 acres of new right-of-way (ROW). The detailed 
project description is available in the Project Description Technical Report (TxDOT, 2015a and 
Appendix A). The improvements proposed along I-35 and US 183 are described in Table 1-1 and 
the project layout is provided in Appendix B. 

Table 1-1. I-35 from Rundberg Lane to US 290E Proposed Improvements 
I-35 US 183 

Provide 3 direct connectors (DCs) at the following 
locations: 

 I-35 southbound (SB) to US 183 SB 
 US 183 northbound (NB) to I-35 NB 
 I-35 SB to US 183 NB 

Realign a portion of the US 183 NB frontage road to 
accommodate for vertical clearances and bridge columns 
for the DCs overhead 

Add dedicated lanes to I-35 frontage road to bypass St. 
Johns Avenue signalized intersection 

Mill and overlay 1.6 miles of US 183 mainlanes between 
Georgian Drive and Cameron Road 

Replace the existing St. Johns Avenue bridge over I-35 to 
provide the required vertical clearance 

 

Provide frontage road U-turns for NB and SB directions at 
St. Johns Avenue 

 

Modify a segment of the existing I-35 NB to US 183 NB DC  

Provide a bicycle and pedestrian facility along the frontage 
roads 

 

Realign the frontage roads for additional space for the 
DCs and the bypass 

 

Widen the NB to SB U-turn and add lane capacity for the 
SB frontage road at the I-35/Rundberg Lane intersection 

 

Mill and overlay 2.35 miles of existing I-35 mainlanes 
pavement between Rundberg Lane and US 290E 

 

Sever the Brooks Street access from the I-35 SB frontage 
road to eliminate weaving movements from the I-35 SB 
frontage road to the US 290E westbound (WB) frontage 
road and add a right-turn lane to facilitate the turning 
movement 
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The action is proposed under TxDOT control section job (CSJ) numbers 0015-13-382 and 0015-13-
387. Construction is scheduled to begin in 2017. The proposed project is listed as a grouped 
project in the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) Fiscal Year 2015–2018 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), 
adopted May 11, 2015. The applicable pages of the TIP and RTP are provided in Appendix C. 
 
The environmental review, consultation, and other actions required by applicable federal 
environmental laws for this project are being, or have been, carried out by TxDOT pursuant to 23 
United States Code (USC) 327 and a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) dated December 16, 
2014, and executed by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and TxDOT. 

1.2 Project Background 

Beginning in 2011, Mobility35—a partnership among TxDOT, the City of Austin, and CAMPO—was 
formed with the goal of improving mobility on I-35 in the Capital Area. The partnership sought to 
develop a plan that focused on short- to mid-term strategies within the existing corridor ROW to 
improve mobility and connectivity for all modes of transportation, including pedestrians, bicycles, 
automobiles, transit, trucks and emergency vehicles (Austin Transportation Department, 2014). 
 
As stated in the I-35 Capital Area Improvement Program (CAIP), updated December 2014: 
 

“The existing I-35 corridor spans approximately 550 miles across the state of Texas from the 
Oklahoma state line to the international border with Mexico. Constructed as part of the 
original Interstate Highway System in the 1950s, I-35 is the hub of transportation in Texas, 
serving a variety of daily users including commuters, freight trucks and business travelers. 
As the only Interstate Highway connecting Mexico and Canada through the U.S. heartland, 
the majority of North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) trade passes through Texas 
along the I-35 corridor via commercial trucks and rail. In addition to serving many major 
population centers, the I-35 corridor is the backbone of the Texas economy and it plays a 
critical role in facilitating economic activity and business productivity in the state. 
 
I-35 is one of the most important corridors in the state of Texas in terms of future growth 
and economic development. The diverse users of I-35 create substantial demand, with some 
sections of I-35 currently seeing over 200,000 vehicles per day (vpd). Eighteen segments of 
I-35 are on the Texas A&M Transportation Institute’s (TTI) 2014 Top 100 Most Congested 
Roadways list, indicating more congestion than any other roadway in the state. Four Texas 
cities along the I-35 corridor, Dallas, Fort Worth, Austin and San Antonio, are in the top 
twenty largest cities in the United States. These cities are expected to see robust population 
growth in the future, which will place an even greater strain on the existing I-35 corridor. 
 
In the Capital Area, improvements to the existing I-35 facility have not kept pace with 
increasing population and traffic demand. Previous improvement studies and 
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recommendations for I-35 in this region have focused primarily on large-scale, long-term 
solutions, which have presented numerous financing, environmental and political challenges 
to implementation. Delay in implementation of these long-term solutions has resulted in 
severe congestion for many sections of I-35 in the Capital Area. In fact, in 2013, the section 
of I-35 between US 183 and SH 71 was the most congested roadway in the state. I-35 
through Austin dropped from #1 most congested in 2013 to #2 most congested in 2014. It 
should be noted that this drop is attributable to congestion increasing more quickly on 
another roadway and does not reflect a lessening of congestion on I-35 in Austin. 
Congestion on I-35 through Austin continues to increase as the area continues to grow” 
(TxDOT, 2014a). 

 
According to the Inrix Urban Mobility Scorecard Annual Report, the I-35 corridor through central 
Austin ranks in the top 25 worst congested corridors in the nation (Inrix, 2014). The portion of I-35 
through downtown Austin was ranked as the most congested roadway in Texas in 2013 by the TTI, 
and 35 percent of trips within the Austin region are local to the five-county area (2013 TTI). I-35 is 
congested with three different kinds of trips: long-distance/freight, commuter and local. TTI 
determined that if nothing is done to address Austin's congestion issue, the 19-mile commute from 
downtown Austin to Round Rock will take as long as 2.5 hours by 2035 (Austin Transportation 
Department, 2014). 
 
As a result of more than 3 years of public outreach, the following eight goals were developed for the 
Mobility35 program: 

 Optimize the existing facility 

 Enhance safety 

 Increase capacity 

 Minimize need for additional ROW 

 Better manage traffic 

 Improve east-west connectivity 

 Improve compatibility with neighborhoods 

 Enhance bicycle, pedestrian and transit options 
 
In December 2014, Mobility35 released the Travis County Corridor Implementation Plan (TCCIP), 
which identified a number of potential mobility solutions for use throughout the corridor. Several 
key projects in the I-35 corridor were identified as being priority to improve mobility; the I-35 from 
Rundberg Lane to US 290E proposed project was one such priority project. 
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1.3 Existing Facility 

The existing I-35 facility is a divided highway consisting of mainlanes and continuous one-way 
frontage roads in each direction within a ROW that varies from approximately 300 to 550 feet. 
There is a four-level interchange at US 183 and at US 290E, and a grade-separated interchange at 
St. Johns Avenue and Rundberg Lane. The existing US 183 facility is a divided highway consisting of 
two to three 12-foot mainlanes separated by a 26-foot median and continuous one-way frontage 
roads in each direction within a 475-foot ROW. The northbound (NB) and southbound (SB) frontage 
lanes provide right-turn access to local businesses, hotels, and residential apartments and 
neighborhoods. A description of the existing conditions along I-35 and US 183 are presented in 
Table 1-2. 

Table 1-2. Description of Existing Facilities 
Existing I-35 US 183 

Mainlanes 

 Three 12-foot lanes (in each direction) 
NB shoulders 
 2- to 10-foot inside  
 6- to 10-foot outside 
SB shoulders 
 4- to 10-foot inside 
 8- to 10-foot outside 

 Two to three 12-foot lanes (in each 
direction) 

NB shoulders 
 10-foot inside  
 6- to 10-foot outside 

SB shoulders 
 10-foot inside  
 8- to 10-foot outside 

Frontage road 

NB 
 Three 12-foot lanes 
SB 
 Two 12-foot lanes 

NB 
 Three 12-foot lanes 
SB 
 Four 12-foot lanes 

Existing ROW 300 to 550 feet 475 feet 

Exit ramps 

Rundberg Lane 
US 183 (NB and SB) 
St. Johns Avenue 
US 290E 
E. Koenig Lane 

I-35 (NB and SB) 
Cameron Road 

Entrance ramps 
US 290E 
US 183 SB 
Rundberg Lane 

I-35 
Cameron Road 

Interchanges 

Multi-level 
 US 183  
 US 290E 
Grade separated 
 Rundberg Lane 
 St. Johns Avenue 

Multi-level 
 I-35 
Grade separated 
 Cameron Road 
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Existing I-35 US 183 

U-turns 

NB to SB 
 Rundberg Lane 
 US 183  
 St. Johns Avenue 
SB to NB 
 US 183 
 US 290E 

NB to SB 
 I-35 
SB to NB 
 Chevy Chase Drive 
 Cameron Road 

Traffic signals Along the I-35 frontage road at US 183, 
St. Johns Avenue and US 290E 

Along the US 183 frontage road at 
Cameron Road, I-35 and Georgian Drive 

Bicycle and 
pedestrian 
facilities 

4.62 miles of 6-foot sidewalks along NB 
and SB frontage roads 

0.39 mile of 6-foot sidewalks along NB 
frontage road 

Posted speed 
 70 miles per hour (mph) on mainlanes 
 45 to 55 mph on frontage roads 

 65 mph on mainlanes 
 45 mph on frontage roads 

Drainage 
Open ditches 
Closed storm sewer system 

Open ditches 
Closed storm sewer system 

 
Existing typical sections along I-35 and US 183 are provided in Appendix B. 

1.4 Purpose and Need 

By 2035, CAMPO projects that Travis County will have over 1 million jobs, most of which will be 
within the city limits of Austin. While downtown Austin will remain an important employment center, 
CAMPO projects future employment growth will occur along major highways and outside the city 
core (CAMPO, 2010). Continued population and employment growth in the region (Figures 1-3 and 
1-4), as well as traffic-generating, large-scale events (such as South by Southwest, Austin City 
Limits Music Festival, Formula One, University of Texas sporting events) in the city of Austin will 
further strain mobility in the I-35 corridor. The proposed project, which is located along one of the 
most congested roadways in the state, would be developed to meet the needs identified within the 
project area and to be compatible with local and regional planning efforts. 
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1.4.1 Purpose of the Proposed Project 

The proposed project is a critical element of the region’s transportation plan and would address the 
aforementioned mobility issues within the I-35 corridor. According to CAMPO, the 1.17-mile 
segment of I-35 from US 183 to US 290E ranks 8th in the list of Top 50 Congested Roadway 
Segments during the AM peak period (CAMPO, 2015). The total delay on the SB segment is 526.77 
vehicle-hours (veh-hr). Similarly, the 1.51-mile SB segment from Rundberg Lane to US 183 ranks 
9th with a total delay of 461.74 veh-hr. As such, the proposed project was developed with the 
purpose to: 

 Improve connectivity between I-35 and US 183 to relieve congestion at the I-35/US 183 
interchange 

 Improve mobility and safety 

 Improve traffic flow on I-35 between US 290E and US 183 to relieve congestion caused by 
traffic accessing I-35/US 183 

 Improve the steep grade of the existing I-35 NB to US 183 NB direct connector (DC) 

 Replace the existing St. Johns Avenue bridge over I-35 

1.4.2 Project Need 

The improvements from Rundberg Lane to US 290E are being proposed to address mobility issues 
along one of the most congested stretches of the I-35 corridor. The proposed improvements are 
intended to satisfy the following needs identified within the project corridor: 

 There is poor connectivity at the I-35/US 183 interchange that impedes the efficient movement 
of traffic between I-35 SB to US 183 NB/SB as well as US 183 NB to I-35 NB. 

 Between US 290E and US 183, the entering and exiting traffic accessing I-35/US 183 impedes 
traffic flow and causes severe congestion on I-35 NB. 

 The grade on the I-35 NB to US 183 NB DC is very steep (greater than 7 percent) and coupled 
with the single-lane configuration, it is problematic for large trucks to maintain sufficient speed 
on the DC, which causes congestion on I-35 NB. 

 The vertical clearance of the existing St. Johns Avenue bridge over I-35 does not meet the 
current Interstate standard of 16 feet. 

Poor Connectivity between I-35 and US 183 
As shown on Figure 1-1, the project area serves as a primary corridor from the east-west arterials 
and US 183, and connects the city of Austin with the surrounding cities and unincorporated 
communities. The I-35/US 183 interchange serves as a primary link to employment centers in the 
city of Austin for commuters in northern and southern Travis County, the cities of Georgetown, 
Round Rock, Pflugerville, and Leander in Williamson County, the city of Manor in the east, as well 
as the City of Bastrop and Bastrop County to the southeast (SE). The existing I-35/US 183 
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interchange provides poor connectivity that impedes efficient traffic movements between I-35 SB to 
US 183 NB/SB and US 183 NB to I-35 NB. Currently, only the US 183 SB to I-35 SB DC is in place. 
Exhibits 1 and 2 show the current travel conditions at the I-35/US 183 interchange where direct 
connectivity is lacking and commuters are forced to use the congested at-grade intersection along 
the frontage roads.  

 

Exhibit 1: Traffic Movement from US 183 NB to I-35 NB 

 

Exhibit 2: Traffic queue on I-35 NB frontage road for the I-35 SB to US 183 NB/SB movements 
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In addition to daily regional travel for commuters, I-35 also is a primary corridor for major north-
south statewide and nationwide travel. As shown in Table 1-3, Leander, Manor and Pflugerville saw 
growth of more than 150 percent, and Bastrop County saw growth of 38 percent from 2000–2014. 
From 2000 to 2014, several of the larger population centers saw substantial growth of well over 20 
percent. 

Table 1-3. Regional Population Growth (2000 to 2014) 

Geography 2000 2010 
2014 Population 

Estimate 
2000–2014 

% Change 

Austin 656,562 790,491 877,210 34 

Bastrop 5,340 7,218 7,949 49 

Georgetown 28,339 47,400 56,536 99 

Leander 7,596 26,526 32,276 324 

Manor 1,204 5,037 6,443 435 

Pflugerville 16,335 46,936 54,235 232 

Round Rock 61,136 99,887 110,326 80 

Bastrop County 57,733 74,171 79,514 38 

Travis County 812,280 1,024,266 1,126,684 38 

Williamson County 249,967 422,679 469,417 87 
Source: Texas Water Development Board (2015). 

 
CAMPO is projecting continued population and employment growth in the five-county area well 
above the national average through 2035, contributing to regional population and employment 
growth in suburban areas, communities in Williamson County and unincorporated Travis County 
over the next 20 years (Table 1-4). As the population continues to grow in central Texas, traffic 
congestion on the I-35 corridor will increase if mobility and operational improvements are not 
made. TTI determined that if the same I-35 corridor operational conditions exist in the year 2035, 
the 19-mile commute from downtown Austin to the city of Round Rock could take up to 2.5 hours. 
This continued growth has produced a greater demand for better connectivity at the I-35/US 183 
interchange to improve mobility for commuters and long distance travelers utilizing the I-35/ 
US 183 corridors.  
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Table 1-4. Projected Regional Population and Household Growth (2005 to 2035) 

Geography 2005 2015 2025 2035 
2005–2035 % 

Change 

Population 

Project Area 5,909 5,915 6,294 6,400 8.3 

City of Austin 774,659 966,681 1,147,480 1,326,478 71.2 

Travis County 896,753 1,105,083 1,318,041 1,555,281 73.4 

Bastrop County 69,516 102,289 149,185 215,452 209.9 

Caldwell County 35,426 50,127 65,321 82,069 131.7 

Hays County 126,206 189,153 271,593 371,245 194.2 

Williamson County 330,740 473, 316 702,694 1,026,484 210.4 

5-county Total 1,458,641 1,919,968 2,506,834 3,250,531 122.8 

Household 

Project Area 1,360 1,365 1,483 1,507 10.8 

City of Austin 316,292 31,121 463,295 534,412 69.0 

Travis County 359,160 439,960 524,805 619,325 72.4 

Bastrop County 25,237 37,251 54,555 79,008 213.1 

Caldwell County 12,551 17,610 23,055 29,059 131.5 

Hays County 44,302 66,535 96,515 132,751 199.7 

Williamson County 118,083 169,149 251,363 367,415 211.1 

5-county Total 559,333 730,505 950,293 1,227,558 119.5 

Employment 

Project Area 7,058 7,821 9,241 9,531 35.0 

City of Austin 511,993 680,670 792,640 971,371 89.8 

Travis County 533,232 707,253 843,546 1,026,485 92.5 

Bastrop County 12,340 23,526 37,296 58,172 371.4 

Caldwell County 6,990 12,030 16,330 20,517 193.5 

Hays County 41,026 71,878 104,563 144,786 252.9 

Williamson County 101,744 165,661 252,970 400,329 293.5 

5-county Total 695,332 980,348 1,254,705 1,650,289 137.3 
Source: CAMPO, 2035 Forecast. 

Improve Traffic Flow on I-35 between US 290E and US 183 
The steep approach grade (greater than 7 percent) of the existing I-35 NB to US 183 NB DC is 
problematic for large trucks to maintain sufficient speed while ascending the ramp, which results in 
impeded traffic flow on the I-35 mainlanes. Exhibit 3 shows the queue that develops on the I-35 NB 
mainlanes due to the inability of large trucks to maintain speed while ascending the incline of the 
I-35 NB to US 183 NB DC.  
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Exhibit 3: Congestion on I-35 NB mainlanes due to steep grade of the existing I-35 NB to US 183 NB DC  

 
Exhibit 4 graphically depicts the queue length along I-35 between US 183 and US 290E. As shown, 
the queue begins at the I-35 NB to US 183 NB DC due to the steep grade of the exit ramp and 
vehicles entering I-35 from the NB frontage road or US 290E.  
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Exhibit 4: Queue length along I-35 between US 183 and US 290E  

The weaving condition caused by entering and exiting traffic on I-35 lengthens the mainlane queue 
and causes congestion south of the merge point. The steep grade of the I-35 NB to US 183 NB DC 
coupled with weaving traffic causes a queue to build approximately 1 mile south of US 183 towards 
US 290E (Location A, Exhibit 4). Vehicles are accelerating to enter the I-35 mainlanes from the NB 
frontage road while vehicles are decelerating to merge into the traffic queue exiting onto the I-35 
NB to US 183 NB DC exit ramp causes a queue to build onto the NB frontage road (Location B, 
Exhibit 4). 

Improve Mobility 
The increase in population and employment in the city of Austin’s metropolitan area has increased 
the travel demand along major thoroughfares and arterial collectors serving the city of Austin’s 
employment centers and also contributes to increased congestion levels during peak travel periods. 
Connections to alternative north-south major arterials are lacking between cities to the north and 
south of Austin; therefore, motorists are not able to circumvent the congestion. 
 
Traffic volume data were analyzed to evaluate the current traffic operating characteristics of the 
transportation network, quantify the levels of performance experienced on segments of the 
network, and determine whether those levels are acceptable based on performance criteria. The 
rating system used to evaluate performance measures is called Level of Service (LOS). LOS ratings 
range from A to F. Exhibit 5 provides visual and corresponding descriptive references for LOS 
characteristics. 
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FHWA LOS A 
Free flow with low volumes and high 

speeds 

FHWA LOS B 
Reasonably free flow, but speeds 

beginning to be restricted by traffic 
conditions 

FHWA LOS C 
In stable flow zone, but most drivers 

are restricted in the freedom to select 
their own speeds 

CAMPO LOS Uncongested CAMPO LOS Uncongested CAMPO LOS Congested 

   

FHWA LOS D 
Approaching unstable flow; drivers 

have little freedom to select their own 
speeds 

FHWA LOS E 
Unstable flow; may be short 

stoppages 

FHWA LOS F 
Unacceptable congestion; stop-and-

go; forced flow 

CAMPO LOS Congested CAMPO LOS Congested CAMPO LOS Severely Congested 
Source: Transportation Research Board (2010). 

Exhibit 5: FHWA versus CAMPO LOS Characteristics 

LOS A and B represent uncongested conditions under light traffic. LOS C is typically the worse 
allowable performance for a rural transportation network, while LOS D is the worst allowable for an 
urban network. LOS E represents operations near the capacity of a roadway; thus, traffic flow is 
affected by weaving, intersection delays, or other conditions that result in speed reductions. LOS F 
occurs when volumes of traffic exceed capacity, thus resulting in long delays, traffic queues and 
congested roadway operations. 
 
According to the 2013 Austin District Traffic Map (TxDOT, 2014b), the existing I-35 highway carries 
between 193,395 vpd between Rundberg Lane and US 183 and 218,871 vpd between US 183 
and US 290E. Based on TxDOT’s Transportation Planning and Programming (TP&P) Division traffic 
forecasts provided on May 8, 2015 (TxDOT TP&P, 2015), the annual average daily traffic (AADT) is 
projected to increase by approximately 14 percent in 2020 to 220,500 vpd between Rundberg 
Lane and US 183 and 249,500 vpd between US 183 and US 290E. The AADT is projected to 
increase another 35 percent in 2040 to 297,800 vpd between Rundberg Lane US 183 and 
337,100 vpd between US 183 and US 290E. The percent change in AADT between 2013 and 2040 
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for each segment is approximately 54 percent. The average daily traffic truck percentage for 2016 
to 2036 is 8 percent. The traffic forecasts are shown in Table 1-5. 

Table 1-5. Annual Average Daily Traffic in the Proposed Project Limits  

From To 
Current Year 

(2013) 
2020 Traffic 

Forecast 
2040 Traffic 

Forecast 

Percent 
Change  

(2013–2040) 

Rundberg Lane  US 183 193,395 220,500 297,800 53.99 

US 183 US 290E 218,871 249,500 337,100 54.02 
Source: TxDOT (2014b, 2014c) 

 
Traffic volumes on I-35 are expected to grow by 14 percent for the traffic forecast year of 2020 and 
by 54 percent between 2013 and 2040. The increased commuter travel demand from Hays and 
Williamson counties into Travis County would further strain the mobility and operations of I-35 as 
the population continues to grow, which would adversely impact the roadway LOS. Based on 
TxDOT’s 100 Most Congested Roadway Segments in Texas in 2010, I-35 through downtown to 
US 183 was the fourth-most-congested roadway segment in the State of Texas (TxDOT, 2010a). 
Current traffic analysis by the consultant design team has determined segments between US 183 
and US 290E are at an already severely congested LOS. 

St. Johns Avenue Bridge over I-35 is Substandard 
Both the St. Johns Avenue bridge and the U-turn bridge (separate structure located south of St. 
Johns Avenue) are classified as functionally obsolete by TxDOT, because they do not meet the 
current interstate vertical clearance standard of 16 feet from A Policy on Geometric Design of 
Highways and Streets, 6th Edition (American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials [AASHTO], 2011) and the TxDOT Roadway Design Manual (TxDOT, 2014) desirable vertical 
clearance of 16 feet, 6 inches for a freeway system. Built in 1980 (U-turn bridge) and 1988 (St. 
Johns Avenue bridge), the two different bridge structures have a signed vertical clearance of 
15 feet, 8 inches for the SB traffic as shown in Exhibit 6. 
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Exhibit 6: St. Johns Avenue Bridge (looking SB) 

Additionally, per a February 2012 Bridge Inspection Record (Atkins, 2015a), the St. Johns Avenue 
bridge was reported to have cracks in the concrete portion of the bridge rail; continued 
deterioration over time would render the bridge structurally deficient. Exhibit 7 shows multiple 
locations of concrete spalling around rebar noted by the consultant team during a June 2015 site 
visit. 

 

Exhibit 7: Concrete spalling around rebar on St. Johns Avenue bridge 
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Pedestrian and Vehicle Safety 
Vehicle crashes occurring on I-35 between US 290E and Rundberg Lane (1.5 miles north of 
US 183) were analyzed for the years 2009 through 2013 utilizing data collected from Texas Peace 
Officers’ Crash Reports (CR-3) (TxDOT, 2014d). This area then was further split into two segments: 
the first segment spans from US 290 to US 183, and the second from US 183 to Rundberg Lane. 
The analysis indicates approximately 1,302 crashes were recorded over this 5-year period, with 
708 and 594 crashes on each segment, respectively. There were 3 fatal and 23 incapacitating 
crashes of the 396 confirmed injury crashes between US 290E and US 183, and 2 fatal and 18 
incapacitating crashes of the 309 injury crashes between US 183 and Rundberg Lane. The highest 
first harmful event (FHE)1 was motor vehicle in transport for both segments. The highest crash 
contributing factors for both segments were inattention/distracted, unsafe speed/failure to control, 
and unsafe lane usage/passing/following. The annual crash rate between US 290E and US 183 
was above the urban statewide average crash rate for interstates, and divided highways with four 
or more lanes, with the exception of 2013 when the study segment crash rate was below the urban 
statewide average for divided four or more lane highways. The US 183 and Rundberg Lane 
segment also exhibited a crash rate higher than the urban statewide interstate average in 2012 
and 2013. 

1.5 Proposed Facility 

As described in Section 1, Proposed Action, the proposed project would include the addition of 
three DCs, collector-distributors2 to bypass the St. Johns Avenue signalized intersection, widening 
of the mainlanes and frontage roads, mill and overlay of the existing pavement and reconstruction 
of the St. Johns Avenue bridge. Bicycle and pedestrian improvements include the provisions of a 
6-foot sidewalk near the NB I-35 frontage road terminus and 8-foot shared-use paths (SUP) on each 
side of I-35 and on the realigned US 183 NB frontage road. Where design allows, a buffer between 
the sidewalk and the curb and gutter would be provided.  

Table 1-6 provides a description of proposed improvements along I-35. A layout of the proposed 
facility and proposed typical sections are provided in Appendix B. 

1 The first harmful event is the first on the sequence of events that occurs during an incident; for most of the typical crashes it would 
be classified as a collision involving a motor vehicle in transport. 

2 A collector-distributor road is a type of road that parallels and connects the main travel lanes of a highway and frontage roads or 
entrance ramps. Collector-distributor roads are found at intersections and, in the case of an intersection with a traffic signal, 
allow motorists to bypass the signal by driving under the intersecting road, much like an underpass. A collector-distributor is 
similar to an exit ramp, but is typically longer than an exit ramp, and has the advantage of allowing drivers to bypass traffic 
signals at intersections. 
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Table 1-6. Description of Proposed Improvements Along I-35 
Description 

At Rundberg Lane 

NB to SB U-turn 

 Extending the left-turn bay along the NB frontage road
 Adding pavement on the north side of the NB to SB U-turn lane to accommodate

turning movements for larger trucks
 Providing an additional through-lane along the SB frontage road/Rundberg Lane

intersection to accommodate three through-lanes by combining the existing NB to
SB U-turn lane with the left only turn lane

SB frontage road/ 
Rundberg Lane 
intersection 

 11-foot shared U–turn/left-turn lane
 11-foot optional left-turn/through-lane
 11-foot dedicated through-lane
 11-foot optional right-turn/through-lane

Proposed ROW All work done within existing ROW 

Rundberg Lane to US 183 

Mainlanes 

 Three 12-foot lanes (in each direction) separated by a concrete barrier
 2- to 14-foot inside shoulders
 10-foot outside shoulders
 Widened to accommodate auxiliary lanes for vehicles entering/exiting DC ramps

Frontage road 
NB and SB 
 realigned to accommodate the auxiliary lanes for the DCs
 three 12-foot lanes

Proposed ROW 300 to 400 feet 

Between US 183 and US 290E 

Mainlanes 

 Three to four 12-foot lanes (in each direction) separated by a concrete barrier
 8- to 10-foot inside shoulder
 Variable 8- to 10-foot outside shoulder
 SB mainlane includes a 12-foot auxiliary lane
 NB mainlane includes a 12-foot deceleration lane/exit ramp to the I-35 NB to

US 183 NB DC

Collector-
distributor 

 Braided ramp under the I-35 NB to US 183 NB DC exit ramp would eliminate
weaving of vehicles entering the I-35 facility from the NB frontage road and vehicles
exiting onto the I-35 NB to US 183 NB DC

 Two 12-foot SB CD lanes with 4-foot inside and outside shoulders
 Two 12-foot NB CD lanes with 4-foot inside and outside shoulders
 Concrete barrier separating mainlanes and collector distributor

Frontage road 
 NB and SB transition from three to two 11-foot lanes
 Maintains two lanes to the US 290E interchange
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Description 

Cross street 
closure 

 Severing access to Brooks Street from I-35 SB frontage road and adding a right-turn
lane at the I-35 SB frontage road/US 290E WB frontage road intersection

Proposed ROW 300 to 545 feet 

St. Johns Avenue 

Mainlanes 

 12-foot inside lane
 14-foot outside shared lane
 6-foot outside shoulder
 10-foot SUP (eastbound [EB] and WB)

U-turn bridges 

 NB to SB and SB to NB
 14 foot lane
 8-foot inside shoulder
 4-foot outside shoulder

Proposed ROW 80 to 85 feet 

Corridor wide 

Bicycle and 
pedestrian 
facilities 

 Provided on each side of the I-35 frontage roads
 6-foot sidewalk where ROW is limited
 8- to 10-foot SUP where space is available

Design speed 
 50 mph on mainlanes
 45 mph on frontage roads

Drainage  Majority closed storm sewer system outside the frontage roads with some open
ditches between the mainlanes and frontage roads

Table 1-7 provides a description of proposed improvements along US 183. 

Table 1-7. Description of Proposed Improvements Along US 183 
Description 

Mainlanes 

NB (east of I-35) 
 Two 12-foot through-lanes separated by concrete barriers and a 23-foot grassy

median 
 10-foot inside shoulder
 10-foot outside shoulder
NB (west of I-35) 
 Three 11- to 12-foot through-lanes
 10-foot inside shoulder
 2- to 10-foot outside shoulder
SB (west of I-35) 
 Two 12-foot lanes
 10-foot inside shoulder
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Description 

 10-foot outside shoulder

Frontage road 
NB 
 Three 12-foot through-lanes
 Dedicated exit lane provide access to Lamar Boulevard

I-35 SB to US 183 
SB DC 

 14-foot lane
 Variable 8- to 20-foot inside shoulder
 4-foot outside shoulder
 DC will land adjacent to US 183 mainlanes to provide outer third lane
 Blessing Avenue entrance ramp will provide a fourth lane over Cameron Road

I-35 SB to US 183 
NB DC 

 DC will tie into the existing segmental bridge on the US 183 NB mainlane
 14-foot lane
 Variable 14- to 20-foot inside shoulder
 4-foot minimum outside shoulder
 Auxiliary lane produced by the DC will continue for approximately 2,000 feet

US 183 NB to I-35 
NB DC 

 Dedicated 12-foot exit lane from US 183 NB mainlane
 14-foot lane
 Variable 8- to 20-foot outside shoulder
 4-foot inside shoulder

Proposed ROW 350 to 475 feet 

Bicycle and 
pedestrian 
facilities 

 Provided on the US 183 NB realigned frontage road
 8- to 10-foot SUP

Design speed 
 50 mph on mainlanes
 45 mph on frontage roads

Drainage 
 Closed storm sewer system
 Open ditches between mainlane and frontage road

Although the proposed DCs provide for a single travel lane, they include a variable 20-foot 
inside/outside shoulder, which provides sufficient width for a future expansion to two travel lanes 
when traffic conditions warrant the additional lane. The proposed improvements also would provide 
for the future connection of the US 183 SB to I-35 NB DC with the proposed US 183 NB to I-35 NB 
DC. 

The project would meet the pedestrian and multimodal accessibility needs of the area by adding a 
combination of bicycle and pedestrian facilities along areas of both the north and south sides of the 
proposed project (see Section 1.5.2, Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements). 
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Driveways impacted by the proposed improvements would be reconstructed or would remain in 
place where possible. In areas where driveways are to be removed, access to those properties 
would be relocated. 

1.5.1 Right-of-Way 

Under the Build Alternative, approximately 7.23 acres of new ROW would be required, primarily to 
accommodate the three new DCs at the I-35/US 183 interchange. ROW would be required from 31 
parcels of land, with the percentage of ROW required ranging from a minimum of 0.27 percent to a 
maximum of 72.42 percent of each parcel. Approximately 1.4 acres of ROW may be required for 
temporary construction easements. 

1.5.2 Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 

The proposed project would address bicycle and pedestrian accommodations in accordance with 
current FHWA, TxDOT and CAMPO guidance. All facilities proposed are in accordance with the City 
of Austin’s pedestrian planning goals, and the SUPs are in accordance with the City of Austin’s 
bicycle planning goals. 
 
A combination of sidewalks and SUPs, which accommodate both bicycles and pedestrians, would 
be built on both the east and west side of the I-35 frontage roads and the north side of the US 183 
frontage road. Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant curb ramps would be installed at all 
at-grade roadway crossings and all cross streets intersected by the bicycle and pedestrian facility. 
Impacted driveway aprons along I-35 would be reconstructed to accommodate the installation of 
the bicycle and pedestrian facility. 
 
As shown in Appendix B, on the west side of I-35 an 8-foot SUP would begin approximately 650 feet 
south of Little Walnut Creek and would terminate at US 290E. On the east side of I-35, an 8- to 
10-foot SUP would begin approximately 110 feet north of Hermitage Drive, excluding the area 
between the US 183 frontage roads and terminating at US 290E. On the north side of US 183, an 
8- to 10-foot SUP would be constructed from approximately 800 feet east of Norwood Park 
Boulevard to the I-35 NB frontage road. 

1.5.3 Utility Adjustments and Relocations 

Construction activities may impact existing utilities (water, sewer, electric, natural gas, 
communication) that are located within or across construction zones. Subsurface utility engineering 
(SUE) investigations would be completed during final design; therefore the types of utilities present 
within the corridor, their exact locations and possible conflicts are currently unknown. 
 
Utility adjustments and relocations would be required prior to and during construction of the 
proposed project. The appropriate local owner/operators would locate all utility lines within the 
construction areas and coordinate a work schedule that would avoid and minimize any disruption of 
the utility service(s) during the construction of the facility. 
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1.5.4 Logical Termini and Independent Utility 

Per FHWA regulations (23 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 771.111(f)), logical termini for project 
development are defined as (1) rational end points for a transportation improvement, and (2) 
rational end points for a review of the environmental impacts. Limits along I-35 begin at Rundberg 
Lane and end at US 290E, which are points of major traffic generation. Limits along US 183 begin 
at Cameron Road and end at Georgian Drive with transitions back to existing conditions beyond the 
termini, to accommodate the tie-in points for the three DCs. The project termini are rational 
endpoints for construction and for review of environmental impacts. 
 
A project must have independent utility or independent significance, i.e., be usable and be a 
reasonable expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made. 
The proposed action has independent utility as it can stand on its own without the implementation 
of other transportation improvements. The proposed improvements would provide a functioning 
roadway with the ability to provide effective transportation without further construction at either 
roadway terminus. Additionally, the project would not restrict the consideration of alternatives for 
other foreseeable transportation improvements. 

1.5.5 Funding 

Construction cost of the proposed project is currently estimated to be $191 million in 2015 dollars. 
The project would be constructed using federal and state funds. Construction is anticipated to 
begin in late 2017 and would be open for service in 2020. 
 
Grouped projects are typically projects that do not add capacity to the road or transit system such 
as safety improvements, operations, and maintenance activities and therefore do not need to be 
listed individually in the TIP or the RTP. Since the project is a grouped listing, it is not listed under 
the CSJs. Within the 2015–2018 TIP, the project is listed in Appendix C as a group of projects 
within Williamson, Travis and Hays counties with limits that extend from SH 130 to Posey Road with 
no associated cost. Within the 2040 RTP, the project is listed in Chapter 5, Action Plan and Projects 
(Grouped Projects) with limits from US 290 to Rundberg Lane. Year of expenditure cost is currently 
listed as $105 million; however, steps are being taken to update the project cost in the 2040 RTP. 
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2. Alternatives 

The Build and the No-Build alternatives were examined for this analysis. Several project 
coordination and development meetings were held among representatives from the City of Austin, 
TxDOT, and CAMPO, and the corridor engineers to develop the preliminary concepts. The 
development was based on meeting the project’s purpose and need and minimizing the need for 
additional ROW. Continued refinement of the preliminary concepts resulted from collaboration 
among stakeholders and input gained from the public during the CAIP Phase 2 public outreach 
efforts. 

2.1 No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative consists of taking no action to improve area transportation facilities other 
than projects listed in CAMPO’s 2015–2018 TIP and 2040 RTP, which are planned and 
programmed. A review of the TIP and RTP was conducted to identify projects within the project area 
that are funded and therefore considered “committed”; however, no projects were identified. 
 
Since the No-Build Alternative includes no change to the existing capacity of I-35, the increasing 
traffic demand on the facility would decrease mobility within the proposed project area. Vehicle 
emissions also would increase due to increased congestion. Under the No-Build Alternative, the 
I-35 corridor would operate at LOS E/F in peak direction during peak hours. As such, the No-Build 
Alternative would not meet the stated needs of the project or purposes of the improvements. 
However, pursuant to 40 CFR § 1502.16, the No-Build Alternative was carried forward to provide a 
baseline for comparison for the Build Alternative. 

2.2 Build Alternative 

The Build Alternative includes adding three DCs at the I-35/US 183 interchange, reconstructing the 
St. Johns Avenue bridge, providing collector-distributors between US 183 and US 290E, and 
providing a continuous bicycle and pedestrian facility. The length of the Build Alternative along I-35 
between Rundberg Lane and US 290E is 2.35 miles and 1.6 miles along US 183 between Georgian 
Drive and Cameron Road, a total of 3.95 miles. Approximately 7.23 acres of new ROW would be 
required. 
 
The operational improvements would aid regional congestion and improve mobility through the I-35 
corridor. The Build Alternative would address the purpose and need of the project by providing 
corridor improvements to accommodate the projected growth in population and traffic. The three 
proposed DCs would allow motorists to bypass traffic queues at signalized intersections, and 
facilitate access to ramps for on- and off-facility movements. By 2025, traffic conditions along the 
I-35 mainlanes from US 290E to US 183 are projected to improve to LOS D during peak hours in 
the peak directions. This is an improvement over the 2025 traffic conditions when compared to the 
No-Build Alternative. 
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The Build Alternative, which is the preferred alternative, is recommended over the No-Build 
Alternative because the No-Build Alternative does not meet the future traffic (vehicular and non-
motorized) needs of the project area. 

2.2.1 Build Alternative—Options Considered 

Several options were considered for the proposed project during the I-35 CAIP CIP Phase 2 studies 
(TxDOT, 2014a) and further evaluated during Phase 3 (Preliminary Engineering and Environment 
Studies). 

I-35/US 183 Interchange 
The initial option considered for the I-35/US 183 interchange was to construct only two DCs (I-35 
SB to US 183 SB and US 183 NB to I-35 NB) and reconstruct the existing (I-35 NB to US 183 NB) 
DC. The reconstruction concept for the I-35 NB to US 183 NB DC was to construct a temporary 
bridge structure alongside the existing DC and divert traffic onto the new bridge. However, this 
concept would require closure of the existing DC for an estimated 7 to 10 days in order to switch 
over to the temporary bridge. While the estimated construction time would not be considered 
substantial, the throwaway cost of the temporary bridge and the user delay cost could be 
significant. Based upon further development of the design schematic, it was determined that the 
I-35 SB to US 183 NB DC could be used as a detour instead of the temporary bridge option. More 
importantly, traffic analysis determined that the I-35 SB to US 183 NB DC may be justifiable in the 
near future based on forecasted traffic per the January 2015 Detour Analysis—US 290 to E. 
Rundberg Lane Memorandum (Atkins, 2015b). 

St. Johns Avenue 
Several concepts were considered at St. Johns Avenue, which included installing a SB to NB U-turn 
bridge, closing St. Johns Avenue to through traffic, implementing a Texas super street from US 183 
to US 290E to accommodate traffic flow on the frontage roads, and repurposing the existing St. 
Johns Avenue bridge to accommodate only bicycle and pedestrian users, emergency vehicles and 
potentially bus service. Options evaluated for the St. Johns Avenue improvements included a 
superstreet concept, dog-bone roundabouts, bypass with and without U-turns, two-phase signal, 
and skewed dog-bone with and without bypass. Table 2-1 lists the pros and cons of each option 
considered. The selected option was the bypass with U-turns. 
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Table 2-1. Options Evaluated for the St. Johns Avenue Improvements 

Option 
SBFR LOS 

(AM/PM) 

NBFR 
LOS 

(AM/PM) Pros Cons 
Relative ROW 
Requirements 

Relative 
Construction 

Cost Sample Illustration 

Additional Lane 
of Frontage Road 
Capacity 

D/D D/D 
 Acceptable LOS 
 Minimal impact to 

St. Johns Avenue 

 Small improvement 
from existing 

 Little flexibility for 
unanticipated  future 
growth 

 Does not improve St. 
Johns Avenue traffic 
operations 

Low Low 

 

Superstreet with 
Limited Access 
(Original Concept) 

N/A N/A 

 Free-flow 
intersection 

 Allows emergency 
vehicles and buses 
to cross 

 Utilizes existing 
turn around bridge 

 Decreases delays 
at intersection 

 Accommodates 
pedestrian traffic 

 Limits east-west 
connectivity 

 Increases travel time 
for left and through 
diverted traffic 

 Requires 
construction of new 
turn around bridge 

Lowest Medium 

 

Two-Phase Signal C/C B/C 

 Improves LOS 
 Utilizes existing 

turn around bridge 
 Fewer signal 

phases 
 Decreases delays 

at intersection 

 Increases travel time 
for left turns  

 Requires 
construction of new 
turn around bridge 

 Does not 
accommodate future 
high traffic generator 
on St. Johns Avenue 

N/A Low 
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Option 
SBFR LOS 

(AM/PM) 

NBFR 
LOS 

(AM/PM) Pros Cons 
Relative ROW 
Requirements 

Relative 
Construction 

Cost Sample Illustration 

Dog-Bone 
(Bowtie) 
Roundabouts 

B/A C/C 

 Improves LOS  
 Utilizes existing 

turn around bridge 
 Eliminates left-turn 

conflicts 
 Can maintain traffic 

on existing bridge 
during construction 

 Decreases delays 
at intersection 

 Requires 
construction of new 
turn around bridge 

 ROW acquisition 
required on all four 
corners 

 Requires 
construction of new 
St. Johns Avenue 
bridge 

 Does not 
accommodate 
pedestrian traffic well 
due to free flow traffic 

High High 

 

Bypass (collector 
distributor) with 
U-Turns 

A/A A/A 

 Achieves best LOS 
of all options 

 Decreases delays 
at intersection 

 Least impacts to 
frontage road 
traffic 

 Accommodates 
pedestrian traffic 
well 

 Facilitates corridor 
growth 

 Requires 
replacement of 
existing bridge 

 Requires retaining 
walls 

 Impacts to I35 
mainlanes during 
construction 

 Possible to utilize 
existing turnaround 
bridge 

Low High 
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Option 
SBFR LOS 

(AM/PM) 

NBFR 
LOS 

(AM/PM) Pros Cons 
Relative ROW 
Requirements 

Relative 
Construction 

Cost Sample Illustration 

Bypass (collector 
distributor) 
without U-Turns 

B/B B/B 

 Decreases delays 
at intersection 

 Facilitates corridor 
growth 

 Lessens impacts to 
frontage road 
traffic 

 Does not facilitate 
frontage road U-turns 
well 

 Requires retaining 
walls 

 Impacts to I-35 
mainlanes during 
construction due to 
free-flow traffic 

Low High 

 

Skewed Dog-
Bone (Bowtie) 
with Bypass 

C/B C/C 

 Single circulation 
lane with single 
lane approaches 

 Reduced lanes less 
confusing to 
motorists 

 Requires 
replacement of 
existing bridge 

 Significant ROW 
acquisition on two 
corners 

 Does not 
accommodate 
pedestrian traffic well 

Highest Highest Refer to the “Dog-Bone (Bowtie) Roundabouts” illustration. A collector-distributor would be added between the mainlanes and frontage road. 

Skewed Dog-
Bone (Bowtie) 
without Bypass 

B/A C/C 

 Improves LOS 
 Utilizes existing 

turn around bridge 
 Eliminates left-turn 

conflicts 
 Decreases delays 

at intersection 

 Requires 
replacement of 
existing bridge 

 Does not 
accommodate 
pedestrian traffic well 

 Significant ROW 
acquisition on two 
corners 

High High Refer to the “Dog-Bone (Bowtie) Roundabouts” illustration. 

LOS – Level of Service; SBFR/NBFR – I-35 SB Frontage Road/I-35 NB Frontage Road 
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2.2.2 Build Alternative—Options Considered and Dismissed 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge 
Bicycle and pedestrian connections along I-35 between Rundberg Lane and US 183 were 
recommended during CAIP Phase 2 studies. The bridge was proposed north of US 183 in the 
vicinity of Powell Lane/Rutherford Lane to address bicycle and pedestrian connectivity issues in the 
area. Preliminary concepts were developed and carried forward in the 30 percent design schematic 
plans; however, based on public input, the pedestrian bridge was not carried forward for further 
development. 
 
Additionally, a bicycle and pedestrian crossing on US 183 between I-35 and Cameron Road was 
evaluated as documented in the Pedestrian Crossing Alternative Summary Memorandum (Atkins, 
2015c). Although the bicycle and pedestrian crossing was determined feasible, safety concerns 
and minimal distance saved by the user resulted in the concept not being further developed. 
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3. Affected Environment and Impacts 

3.1 Environmental Issues Eliminated from Analysis 

3.1.1 Section 4(f)/6(f) Properties 

Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act of 1966 (Title 49 USC 1653(f) as 
amended and codified in 49 USC 303 in 1983) states the Secretary of Transportation may approve 
a transportation program or project requiring use of publicly owned land of a public park, recreation 
area, wildlife/waterfowl refuge, or land of a historic site of national, state, or local significance (as 
determined by the officials having jurisdiction over the park, recreation area, refuge, or site) only if 
there is no prudent and feasible alternative to such use and the project includes all planning to 
minimize harm. 
 
The State of Texas Parks and Wildlife Code, Title 3, Chapter 26 contains similar language 
concerning the taking of park and recreational lands. The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
(TPWD) restricts the use or taking of any public land designated and used as a park (recreation 
area, scientific area, wildlife refuge, or historic site) unless the agency, political subdivision, county, 
or municipality determines there is no feasible and prudent alternative and that the 
project/program includes all reasonable planning to minimize harm to the land. 
 
Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act of 1965 requires that any 
outdoor recreational facilities acquired with U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) financial 
assistance under the LWCF Act, as allocated by the TPWD, may not be converted unless approval is 
granted by the Director of the National Park Service (NPS). If no practical alternative exists, 
replacement property of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location must be provided.  
 
Three publicly owned parks (Buttermilk Neighborhood Park, Buttermilk Branch Greenbelt and St. 
Johns Park) are located just outside the study area. No Section 6(f) properties are located in the 
study area. 
 
The Republic of Texas Museum would be impacted by the proposed project. The bridge footing/ 
straddle bent for the I-35 SB to US 183 NB DC would be positioned in the southwest quadrant of 
the property and would impact the southern property line and the second of two driveway access 
points from the US 183 NB frontage road. The second driveway width would be reduced to 
accommodate the straddle bent, which would result in it becoming an entrance-only access. The 
first driveway access would not be impacted, and a third driveway access is located on East 
Anderson Lane to the rear of the museum building. Since the museum is owned by a private 
organization, Section 4(f) does not apply and as such, any potential impacts to the museum would 
not be considered Section 4(f) impacts (FHWA, 2012).  
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No Section 4(f) or 6(f) properties would be impacted by the proposed project; therefore, these 
resources were eliminated from analysis. 

3.1.2 Soils and Farmland 

Based on a review of the Soil Survey for Travis County published by the Soil Conservation Service 
(SCS, now the Natural Resources Conservation Service [NRCS], 1974), four different mapping units 
are located within the project area. These soils consist of Eddy (Eud), Oakalla (Fs), Houston (HnA) 
and Urban Land, Austin and Whitewright soils (UtD) (Table 3-1). 

Table 3-1. Soils in the Project Area 

Soil Series Characteristics Soil Units Hydric? 

Prime and 
Unique 

Farmland? 

Eddy 
 Well drained 
 Moderately low to high 

available water capacity 

EuD—Gravelly loam, 0–6% slopes No No 

Oakalla 
 Well drained 
 High available water 

capacity 

Fs—Oakalla silty clay loam, 0–1% 
slopes, frequently flooded 

Yes No 

Houston 
 Moderately well drained 
 Moderate available water 

capacity 

HnA—Houston Black clay, 0–8% 
slopes 

No No 

Urban Land 
and Austin 
Soils 

 Moderately well drained 
 Moderate available water 

capacity 

 UsC—Urban Land and Austin 
Soils, 0–5% slopes 

 UtD—Urban Land, Austin and 
Whitewright Soils, 1–8% slopes 

No 
No 

No 
No 

Source: NRCS, Web Soil Survey, Travis County (2014). 

 
A GIS query of prime farmland soils from the Soil Survey Geographic Database (NRCS, 2014) was 
used to assess existing soils within the project area. 
 
The surrounding area is not well suited for cropland and pastureland. Urban development is the 
dominant land use. Prime and unique farmlands are provided protection under the Farmland 
Protection Policy Act (FPPA), Subtitle I of Title XV of the Agricultural and Food Act of 1981. The new 
ROW required for this project will not be located within prime and unique farmland; therefore, no 
coordination under the FPPA would be required. 
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3.1.3 Essential Fish Habitat 

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA) protects essential 
fish habitat (EFH) in tidally influenced waters, and if the habitat exists within a project area, 
consultation with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) is required. There is no EFH in the proposed project area; therefore, the 
requirements of the MSFCMA do not apply (NOAA, 2014). 

3.1.4 Navigable Waters 

The proposed project does not cross any navigable waterways; therefore, navigational clearance 
under the General Bridge Act of 1946, Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (administered by the 
U.S. Coast Guard [USCG]) and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (administered by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers [USACE]) is not applicable. Coordination with the USCG (for Section 9 and 
the Bridge Act) and the USACE (for Section 10) would not be required. 

3.1.5 Coastal Zone Management 

The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972, as amended in 1996, provides for the 
preservation, protection, development, and where feasible, restoration and enhancement of the 
Nation’s coastal zone resources. In Texas, the General Land Office (GLO) is designated as the 
agency that coordinates the development and implementation of the Texas Coastal Management 
Plan. The Coastal Coordination Council administers the coastal management program and is in 
charge of adopting uniform goals and policies to guide decision making by all entities regulating or 
managing natural resource use within the Texas coastal area. The boundary of the Texas Coastal 
Management Zone was delineated in accordance with the requirements of the CZMA to include 
four elements: inland boundary, seaward boundary, interstate boundaries and federal land 
excluded from the boundary. The proposed project is not located within the Coastal Management 
Zone; therefore, no formal coordination with the GLO would be required.  

3.1.6 Air Quality  

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) sets the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for six common air pollutants, called criteria air pollutants, which were identified from 
provisions of the Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970. The NAAQS were set to protect public health, 
including that of sensitive individuals. If the air quality in a region, such as a Consolidated 
Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA), exceeds the NAAQS for any criteria pollutant, it is designated 
as a “nonattainment” area for that specific pollutant until compliance is achieved. A State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) is prepared by each state describing existing air quality conditions and 
measures that will be followed to attain and maintain NAAQS. The CAA Amendments of 1990 
require transportation plans, programs, and projects in nonattainment areas, which are funded or 
approved by the FHWA or Federal Transit Administration, to conform to the SIP. This ensures that 
transportation plans, programs, and projects do not produce new air quality violations, worsen 
existing violations.  
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Transportation conformity is an analytical methodology that establishes the connection between 
projected on-road emissions from the RTP and the known reductions in the motor vehicle emission 
budget from the SIP. Through the process of transportation conformity, the RTP uses the SIP on-
road mobile strategies and air quality targets to demonstrate if the RTP complies with the federal 
air quality requirements. Vehicle emissions resulting from the implementation of transportation 
projects in the 2040 RTP cannot exceed emission budgets established by the SIP. 
 
An air quality analysis was completed for the proposed project (TxDOT, 2015f; Appendix D in May 
2015). The proposed project is consistent with CAMPO’s 2040 RTP and the 2015–2018 TIP. The 
project is located in Travis County, which is in an area in attainment or unclassifiable for all NAAQS; 
therefore, the transportation conformity rule requirements do not apply.  
 
A detailed carbon monoxide (CO) analysis is not required because the project area is in attainment 
for CO and is not adding single-occupancy vehicle capacity to an existing facility or increasing 
vehicle miles travelled on that facility. In addition, a Congestion Management Process analysis is 
not required.  
 
This project has been determined to generate minimal operational air quality impacts for NAAQS 
and has not been linked with any special mobile source air toxics (MSAT) concerns. In addition, the 
project will not result in actions that could possibly result in a substantial adverse air quality impact. 
As such, TxDOT has determined that this project would generate minimal indirect and cumulative 
impacts on air quality.  
 
During the construction phase of this project, temporary increases in air pollutant emissions may 
occur from construction activities. The primary construction-related emissions are particulate 
matter (fugitive dust) from site preparation. These emissions are temporary in nature (only 
occurring during actual construction). The construction activity phase of this project may generate a 
temporary increase in MSAT emissions from construction equipment and related vehicles (such as 
delivery and vendor trucks). The primary construction-generated MSAT emissions are diesel 
particulate matter from diesel-powered construction equipment and vehicles during the site 
preparation phase of construction. However, considering the temporary and transient nature of 
construction-related emissions, as well as the mitigation actions to be utilized, it is not anticipated 
that emissions from construction of this project will have any significant impact on air quality in the 
area. 
 
The proposed project has been determined to generate minimal operational air quality impacts for 
CAA criteria pollutants and has not been linked with any special MSAT concerns. In addition, the 
project would not result in actions that could possibly result in a substantial adverse air quality 
impact. The proposed project would alleviate congestion and result in improved traffic flow. As 
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such, TxDOT has determined that this project would generate minimal indirect and cumulative 
impacts on air quality. 

3.2 Land Use 

The proposed project is located within Austin city limits, north of downtown in Travis County (Figure 
3-1). Urban development within the study area is primarily commercial, with residential 
neighborhoods scattered both east and west of I-35 and north and south of the southern project 
terminus at US 290E. The City of Austin’s GIS land use data (City of Austin, 2014) was used as a 
baseline of land use conditions. As shown in Table 3-2, commercial and office was at 47.6 percent 
of the total acres in the study area and is the largest land use. Rail and transportation at 
30.3 percent, multifamily residential at 15.3 percent, and institutional (meeting and 
assembly/place of worship/cultural) at 3.3 percent are the top land uses in the study area (Table 
3-2). 

Table 3-2. Land Use within Study Area 
Land Use Acres Share (%) 

Commercial and Office 257.5 47.6 

Rail and Transportation 163.7 30.3 

Multifamily Residential 82.5 15.3 

Institutional 17.8 3.3 

Undeveloped 15.5 2.9 

Single-family Residential 1.6 0.3 

Parks and Open Space 1.3 0.2 

Educational 0.9 0.2 

Total 540.9 100.0 
Source: City of Austin, Land Use GIS shapefile, updated 2014 

 
The primary land use along the I-35 corridor is commercial with retail stores anchoring large 
shopping centers and strip malls. Numerous restaurants, gas stations, automobile dealerships and 
other highway-oriented development line the NB and SB frontage roads. Dense residential 
neighborhoods exist on both sides of I-35 adjacent to the study area, all of which are separated 
from the highway by commercial development on both the NB and SB frontage roads. 
Neighborhoods east of I-35 include Windsor Hills and St. Johns and neighborhoods west of I-35 
include Gracy Woods, Quail Creek, Georgian Acres and East Crestview.  
 
Several community facilities are located within close proximity to the proposed project. The Cedars 
International Academy, located at Barwood Park on the west side of I-35, is a public charter school 
serving Travis County residents for pre-kindergarten through eighth grade (Figure 3-2). The Republic  



N
:\C

lients\S
_T

\TxD
O

T\IH
35_M

obility35\U
S

183D
C

s_S
tJohns\geo\figs\E

A
_F

igures\E
A

_U
S

183D
C

S
tJohns_LandU

se_vr3.m
xd

I

No
rth

ea
st 

Dr

§̈¦35

§̈¦35

£¤290£¤290

£¤183

£¤183

Ca
me

ron
 Rd

Airport Blvd

Gu
ad

alu
pe

 St

Geo
rgi

an
 Dr

Rutherford Ln

Be
nn

ett
 Av

e

Ble
ss

ing
 Av

e

Park Plz

Fu
rne

ss
 Dr

Co
nn

or 
Ln

E Saint Johns Ave

Nort
h P

lz

Clayton Ln

North
cre

st B
lvd

Ea
stc

res
t D

r

W Odell St

Isa
be

lle
 Dr

Be
thu

ne
 Av

e

Mi
dd

le 
Fis

kv
ille

 Rd

Blackson Ave

Camino la Costa

E Powell Ln
Me

ad
or 

Av
e

Hermitage Dr

W Crestland Dr

Glencrest Dr

Gr
ay

led
ge

 Dr

Booker Ave

E Wonsley Dr

W Anderson Ln

Lo
ral

ind
a D

r

Coronado Hills Dr

Athletic Dr

W Croslin St

E Huntland Dr

Gl
en

hil
l R

d
Wheatley Ave

Wheless Ln

Oertli Ln

Delmar Ave

Ru
fus

 Dr

Sh
eri

da
n A

ve

Norwood Park Blvd

Mi
ra 

Lo
ma L

n

Wi
ste

ria
 Tr

l

Ev
an

s A
ve

Pecan Dr

Patton Ln

W Saint Johns Ave

Se
vil

la 
Dr

Dela
fiel

d L
n

Duval St

Berkshire Dr

An
de

rso
n S

q

Gr
an

d C
an

yo
n D

r

N Lamar Blvd

Swanee Dr

Hillcrest Dr

Tw
in 

Cr
es

t D
r

Kenniston Dr

Esther Dr

Ge
ss

ne
r D

r

E Lola Dr

Pri
sc

illa
 Dr

Cres
ton

 Ln

Stobaugh St

Ma
rce

ll S
t

Park Center Dr

E Lisa Dr

Columbia Dr

La Posada Dr

Creekside Dr

Ba
rce

lon
a D

rRadcliff Dr

Taulbee Ln

Thurmond St

La
 C

alm
a D

r

Atkinson Rd

Pampa Dr

Bangor Bnd

Morrow St

Brenda Dr

Durham Dr

Highland Mall

Amesbury Ln

W Huntland Dr

Di
lla

rd
 C

ir

Ca
lid

ad
 D

r

Fis
kv

ille
 Ce

me
ter

y R
d

Meadowlark St

Raven Dr

Glenwood Dr

Bo
lle

s C
ir

Pa
xto

n S
t

La
ve

rty
 Pl

E Saint Johns Ave

E Koenig Ln

Du
va

l S
t

Delmar Ave

E 56th St
Reinli St

White Oak Dr

Red Oak Cir

E Rundberg Ln

Ca
me

ron
 Rd

Sh
en

an
do

ah
 Dr

Payton Gin Rd

Northcape Dr
Fairfield Dr

Brookfield Dr
Middle Ln

E Rundberg Ln Mi
dd

le 
Fis

kv
ille

Te
as

da
le

No
rth

 Cr
ee

k D
r

AUSTIN, TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS
CSJs:  0015-13-382, 0015-13-387

0 1,250625

Feet

CAPITAL AREA

Proposed ROW
Existing ROW
Area Of Influence

Single Family Residential
Multi-Family Residential
Commercial & Office
Government Services
Educational
Undeveloped

Rail & Transporation
Parks & Open Space
Utilities
Cemetery
Institutional*

Figure 3-1
Land Use

I-35 Improvements
from Rundberg Lane to US 290E

*Meeting & Assembly/Place of Worship/Cultural

36



Project 
Location

Bell

Travis

Hays

Burnet
Williamson

Bastrop

Gonzales
Guadalupe

CaldwellComal

Coryell

Blanco

Bexar

Lampasas

N
:\C

lients\S
_T

\TxD
O

T\IH
35_M

obility35\U
S

183D
C

s_S
tJohns\geo\figs\E

A
_F

igures\E
A

_U
S

183D
C

S
tJohns_P

ubFacP
arks_vr2.m

xd

I
0 1,100550

Feet

ca

Ñ
Ñ

nm

kj

kj

kj

!.

Ñ

!.

Ñ

æ

kj

nm

nm

nm

nm

nm

nm

nm

nm

nm

nm

nm

nm

nm

nm

nm

æ

æ

æ

æ

æ

æ

æ

æ

æ

æ

æ

æ

æ

æ

æ

æ

æ
æ

æ

æ

æ

æ

æ

æ
æ

§̈¦35

£¤183

£¤183

£¤290

Ca
mero

n R
d

Ge
org

ian
 Dr

Ai
rp

or
t B

lvd
Gu

ad
alu

pe
 St

Fairfield Dr

Rutherford Ln

N L
am

ar 
Blv

d

E Rundberg Ln

Payton Gin Rd

Park Plz

E Saint Johns Ave

North
cre

st B
lvd

Gle
nn

 Ln

Da
llu

m Dr

Isa
be

lle
 Dr

Be
thu

ne
 Av

e

Blackson Ave

Camino la Costa

E Powell Ln

Mi
dd

le 
Fis

kv
ille

 Rd

W Crestland Dr

Sh
en

an
do

ah
 Dr

Beaver St

E Huntland Dr

Brookfield Dr

Deen Ave

Se
vil

la 
Dr

Da
nv

ille
 Dr

Lam
ar B

lvd
 N

Park Center Dr

Pri
sc

illa
 Dr

Cres
ton

 Ln

Thurmond St

Alden Dr

Atkinson Rd

McKie Dr

E Walnut Dr

E Fawnridge Dr

Florence Dr

E Koenig Ln

E Rundberg Ln

E Saint Johns Ave

§̈¦35

REPUBLIC OF TEXAS 
MUSEUM

Cedars International 
Academy

Victory
Church

TxDOT Campus 
(I35)

Fiskville

Gustavo "Gus" 
L. Garcia

Buttermilk Park

T.A. Brown

North Acres

St. John's

Payton Gin

Kennemer Pool

Austin Community 
College

District Office

Seton Topfer 
Community

Health Center

Texas 
DPS

Buttermilk Branch
Greenbelt

AUSTIN, TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS
CSJs:  0015-13-382, 0015-13-387

CAPITAL AREA

nm School

kj Municipal

Ñ Health Center

!. Cultural

kj Recreation Center

æ Church

ca Police Station

Park

Cemetery

Proposed ROW

Existing ROW

Area of Influence

Imagery: CAPCOG 2013

Figure 3-2
Public Facilities and Parks

I-35 Improvements
from Rundberg Lane to US 290E

37



 

 

  

Final Environmental Assessment (I-35 From Rundberg Lane to US 290E) 38 

of Texas Museum, which preserves the history of the Republic of Texas period, is located along the 
US 183 NB frontage road. The TxDOT I-35 Campus is located in the northeast (NE) quadrant of the 
I-35/US 183 interchange. The Texas Department of Public Services district office is located in the 
NE portion of the study area. No emergency services (fire or police stations) are located within the 
project area. 
 
Transit service within the study corridor includes Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(CapMetro) MetroBus local routes 7, 10, 300, 320, 323 and 325, and express service routes 135, 
142, 935 and 990 (Table 3-3 and Figure 3-3). MetroRail, which provides commuter rail service 
between the city of Leander and downtown Austin, runs approximately 0.6 mile west of the 
southern project terminus. Thirteen bus stops are located within the project area; none would be 
affected by construction of the proposed project. 

Table 3-3. CapMetro Route Service Area 
Route # Service Area Frequency 

7  
Duval/Dove Springs 

Connects the northwest (NW) study area to 
downtown and southeast (SE) Austin with 
service along St. Johns Avenue 

 7 days per week 
 Every 30 minutes  

10  
South 1st/Red River 

Connects the NW study area to ACC 
Highland, downtown, and SE Austin with 
service along Rundberg Lane  

 7 days per week 
 Every 30 minutes 

300  
Govalle 

Connects the North Lamar Transit Center to 
the South Congress Transit Center via ACC 
Highland, Highland with service along St. 
Johns Avenue 

 7 days per week 
 Every 30 minutes 

320  
St. Johns 

Connects the Far West Village Center to SE 
Austin via ACC Highland and Dell Children’s 
Medical Center with service along St. Johns 
Avenue. 

 7 days per week 
 Every 30 minutes 

323  
Anderson 

Connects northwest hills to northeast (NE) 
Austin via North Lamar Transit Center with 
service along US 183 

 7 days per week 
 Every 30 minutes 

325  
Ohlen 

Connects north central Austin to the NE 
study area with service along Rundberg 
Lane. 

 7 days per week 
 Every 30 minutes 

135 
Dell Limited 

Provides limited stop service between 
Pleasant Valley and Dell (Tech Ridge Park & 
Ride) along I-35 

 Weekdays 
 Every 20 minutes 

142 
Metric Flyer 

Provides limited stop service between Austin 
Community College Northridge and Riverside 
(at Congress) along I-35 

 Weekdays 
 Every 20 minutes 
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Route # Service Area Frequency 

935 
Tech Ridge Express 

Provides limited stop service between Dell 
(Tech Ridge Park & Ride) and 
Riverside/South 1st along I-35 

 Weekdays 
 Every 15 minutes 

990 
Manor/Elgin Express 

Provides limited stop service between 
downtown and Manor and Elgin Park and 
Rides along US 290E 

 Weekdays 
 Every 60 minutes 

Source: CapMetro (2015). 

3.2.1 Build Alternative 

The Build Alternative would require approximately 7.23 acres of new ROW. The study area is a built-
up, developed, urban corridor. The Build Alternative would be consistent with the existing land uses; 
therefore there would be no significant impacts to existing land use. 
The No-Build Alternative would not directly impact land use. 

3.3 Social and Economic Issues 

A community impact analysis was prepared for the proposed project (TxDOT, 2015b) and is 
provided in Appendix E. The analysis assessed impacts of the proposed project on the community 
and demographics, Limited English Proficiency (LEP) and environmental justice populations within 
the study area, as well as community cohesion and access changes. 
 
The demographic study area developed for the project includes all census block groups (and the 
blocks within them) that intersect the study area (Figure 3-4). It includes portions of the City of 
Austin and Travis County. The census geography in the study area includes 9 block groups and 115 
blocks. The 2009–2013 American Community Survey Data were used to determine demographics. 
Census data were used to evaluate minority populations, household income data and LEP, median 
age and disabled population. 
 
An environmental justice analysis was completed as part of the community impact analysis. 
Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, mandates that federal agencies “identify and address, as 
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of 
programs on minority and low-income populations” (59 Federal Register 7629–7633, February 16, 
1994). As defined by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) report, Environmental Justice 
Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a minority population should be 
identified where either (a) the minority population of the affected area exceeds, by FHWA guidance, 
50 percent of the block, or (b) the minority population percentage of the affected area is 
meaningfully greater than the minority population percentage in the general population or other 
appropriate unit of geographic analysis. 



N
:\C

lients\S
_T\TxD

O
T\IH

35_M
obility35\U

S
183D

C
s_S

tJohns\geo\figs\E
A

_Figures\E
A

_U
S

183D
C

S
tJohns_TransitS

ervice.m
xd

No
rth

ea
st 

Dr

35

35

35

290
290

183

183

Ca
me

ron
 Rd

Airport Blvd

Gu
ad

alu
pe

 St

Geo
rgi

an
 Dr

Rutherford Ln

Ble
ss

ing
 Av

e

Park Plz

Ca
rve

r A
ve

Fu
rne

ss
 Dr

Co
nn

or 
Ln

E Saint Johns Ave

No
rth

 Pl
z

Reinli St

Clayton Ln

Nort
hcr

est
 Blvd

Be
rkm

an
 D

r

Ha
ne

y D
r

Ea
stc

res
t D

r

W Odell St

Isa
be

lle
 Dr

Be
thu

ne
 Av

e

Mi
dd

le 
Fis

kv
ille

 Rd

Blackson Ave

Camino la Costa

Briarcliff Blvd

E Powell Ln
Me

ad
or 

Av
e

Hermitage Dr

W Crestland Dr

Belfast Dr

Glencrest Dr

W Powell Ln

Gr
ay

led
ge

 Dr

Booker Ave

E Wonsley Dr

W Anderson Ln

Lo
ral

ind
a D

r

Lin
da

 Ln

Coronado Hills Dr

Athletic Dr

W Croslin St

E Huntland Dr

Gl
en

hil
l R

d
Wheatley Ave

Wheless Ln

Oertli Ln

Delmar Ave

Ru
fus

 Dr

Sh
eri

da
n A

ve

Norwood Park Blvd

Mi
ra 

Lo
ma

 Ln

Wi
ste

ria
 Tr

l

Ev
an

s A
ve

Patton Ln

W Saint Johns Ave

Se
vil

la 
Dr

Dela
fiel

d Ln

Duval St

Berkshire Dr

Gr
an

d C
an

yo
n D

r

Hic
km

an
 Av

e

Mead
ow

vie
w Ln

N Lamar Blvd

Swanee Dr

Hillcrest Dr

Tw
in 

Cr
es

t D
r

Kenniston Dr

Esther Dr

E Lola Dr

Pri
sc

illa
 Dr

Cres
ton

 Ln

Stobaugh St

Ma
rce

ll S
t

Park Center Dr

E Lisa Dr

Columbia Dr

Creekside Dr

Ba
rce

lon
a D

rRadcliff Dr

Taulbee Ln

Thurmond St

La
 Ca

lm
a D

r

Atkinson Rd

Pampa Dr

McKie Dr

Bangor Bnd

Morrow St

Brenda Dr

Durham Dr

Brookside Dr

Highland Mall

Amesbury Ln

W Huntland Dr

Di
lla

rd
 C

ir

Ca
lid

ad
 D

r

Fis
kv

ille
 Ce

mete
ry 

Rd

Ca
rria

ge
 Dr

Meadowlark St

Raven Dr

Glenwood Dr

Bo
lle

s C
ir

Pa
xto

n S
t

La
ve

rty
 Pl

E Saint Johns Ave

E Koenig Ln

Du
va

l S
t

Mi
dd

le 
Fis

kv
ille

 Rd

Delmar Ave

Ma
rtin

 Av
e

E 56th St

Reinli St

White Oak Dr

Red Oak Cir

E Rundberg Ln

Ca
me

ron
 Rd

Sh
en

an
do

ah
 Dr

Payton Gin Rd

Northcape Dr
Fairfield Dr

Brookfield Dr Middle Ln

300

7

325
323

320

10

325

10

7

320

10

10

10

320

320

7

7

7

325

323

323

323

323

300

300300

300

142

935

135

990

AUSTIN, TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS
CSJs:  0015-13-382, 0015-13-387

0 1,250625

Feet

CAPITAL AREA

Figure 3-3
Transit Service

I-35 Improvements
from Rundberg Lane to US 290E

Bus Route

7

300
320
323
325

10
Express Service142

Project Limits

Bus Stop

MetroRail

40



N
:\C

lients\S
_T

\TxD
O

T\IH
35_M

obility35\U
S

183D
C

s_S
tJohns\geo\figs\E

A
_F

igures\E
A

_U
S

183D
C

S
tJohns_C

ensusG
eography_vr2.m

xd

I
0 2,2501,125

Feet

§̈¦35

§̈¦35

£¤290

£¤183

£¤183

Bu
rn

et 
Rd

Manor 
Rd

W Anderson Ln

Fairfield Dr

Morrow St

W Koenig Ln

E 45th St

Wall S
t

Payton Gin Rd

Ya
tes

 Av
e

Be
lfa

st 
Dr

Cullen Ave

Loyola Ln

Av
en

ue
 C

Payne Ave

Bu
rre

ll D
r

Av
en

ue
 A

W North Loop

Br
ow

n L
nRichcreek Rd Ga

ult
 St

Westminster Dr

W Rundberg Ln

Cross Park Dr

Geneva Dr

Be
nn

ett
 Av

e

Ar
roy

o S
ec

o

Tis
da

le 
Dr

Briarcliff Blvd

W 51st St

Jamestown Dr

Houston St

Cl
ar

ks
on

 A
ve

Pu
tna

m Dr

Sti
llw

oo
d L

n

Doris Dr

Pa
rkf

iel
d D

r

N 
Ha

mp
ton

 D
r

Rutland Dr

E 46th St

Exchange Dr

Stobaugh St

Dungan Ln

E 50th St

Teakwood Dr Kr
om

er 
St

Gl
en

hil
l R

d

Ro
we

na
 Av

e

Ashdale Dr

Hu
nte

rs 
Trc

e

Patton Ln

Fairwood Rd

Creighton Ln

Dartmouth Ave

Po
int

er 
Ln

E 40th St

Sa
les

 St

Wheless Ln

Av
en

ue
 F

Ha
rdy

 Dr

Du
va

l S
t

Wheless Ln

Mearns Meadow Blvd

Neans Dr

W Braker Ln

Dessau Rd

W Covington Dr

Wedg
ew

oo
d D

r

Tract 18.13

Tract 15.03

Tract 18.12

Tract 18.04

Tract 21.05

Tract 18.06

Tract 18.33

Tract 18.23

Block
Group 2

Block
Group 4 Block 

Group 3

Block
Group 1

Block
Group 2

Block
Group 1

Block
Group 3

Block
 Group 1

Block
Group 3

Block
Group 3

Block
Group 2

Block 
Group 2

Block
Group 1

Block
Group 3

Block
Group 3

2022

3001

4019

1002

1024

1007

2002

3011

2014

1012

2033

4014

3010

3021
3016

2010

1014

1005

3015

3014

1014

1009

4008

2013

2000

3009

4012

20253013

3006

2023

4009
3024

1005

4023

20013025

1003

2026

3011

1006

4020

4021

1004

1011
1010

1006

3001
3005

AUSTIN, TRAVIS COUNTY, TEXAS
CSJs:  0015-13-382, 0015-13-387

CAPITAL AREACensus 2010 Block

Census 2010 Block Group

Census 2010 Tract

Proposed ROW

Existing ROW

Area of Influence

Figure 3-4
US Census Geography

I-35 Improvements
from Rundberg Lane to US 290E

41



 

 

  

Final Environmental Assessment (I-35 From Rundberg Lane to US 290E) 42 

A community cohesion assessment was conducted during the community impact analysis. 
Community cohesion is generally characterized by the interaction amongst neighbors and friends, 
participation in community activities and organizations, involvement in local government and 
politics, and access to community resources. Transportation and land use changes can have 
effects on community cohesion. People and relationships can be separated by barriers and greater 
distances, affecting their ability to see and communicate with one another easily or access 
community facilities and services. For these reasons, changes in access and travel patterns 
resulting from the proposed project were evaluated for the surrounding communities. 
 
Table 3-4 summarizes the social and economic issues within the study area. 

Table 3-4. Social and Economic Issues 

Criteria Relevant Details 

Demographics 

Per 2009–2013 American Community Survey Data 
 9 block groups and 115 blocks in study area 

Median ages  
 Not different from city as a whole 

Disabled population 
 Not present in large numbers 

Race and Ethnicity 
 32 of 37 populated blocks have minority populations greater than 

50 percent 
 Study area is predominantly Hispanic/Latino Race  

Limited English Proficiency  
 39.9% speak English only  
 55.1% speak Spanish or Spanish Creole 
 35.5% speak English less than well 

Household Income 
 3 block groups are below 2016 poverty guidelines ($24,300 for a four-

person household) 

Environmental Justice 

Census tracts below 2016 poverty guidelines (low-income block group) 
 Census Tract (CT) 18.06 Block Group (BG) 2 
 CT 18.12 BG 3 
 CT 21.05 BG 2 

Minority populations 
 Blocks range from 25 to 100 percent minority populations 
 32 of the 37 populated blocks are considered minority populations 

Access Changes 

 Existing access to Brooks Street from I-35 SB frontage road would be 
severed to eliminate weaving movements from the I-35 SB frontage road to 
the US 290E WB frontage road; access to Brooks Street (and affected 
businesses) would be achieved via the US 290E WB frontage road 

 Access from East Huntland Drive to the I-35 SB exit ramp would be 
impacted; weaving movements would be further conflicted as a result of the 
merging of the I-35 SB collector-distributor lanes into the frontage road 
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Criteria Relevant Details 

 Existing driveways points would be maintained along the frontage road as 
practicable 

 Non-motorized access to the community would be increased with the 
proposed improvements to the bicycle and pedestrian facility 

 Traffic detours during construction could result in temporary access 
alterations and potential increases in travel time for some users 

 A “temporary access plan” would be developed during final design and 
coordinated with affected businesses and residents prior to construction 

Community Cohesion 

 No direct effect to parks, schools, neighborhood destinations such as the 
Walmart, churches 

 Benefit to community cohesion in the form of increased pedestrian and 
bicycle safety.  

 The DCs could lessen the amount of through-vehicle trips on the frontage 
roads. 

Displacements 

Five properties consisting of: 
 Four businesses (Discovery Auto Sales, Lone Star Restaurant Supply Store, 

Days Inn Hotel, University Inn Hotel) 
 One residential structure at Towne Oaks Apartments (consisting of 8 units; 4 

two bedroom apartments and 4 one bedroom apartments) 
 No community facilities would be displaced; however, the Republic of Texas 

Museum would be impacted along the US 183 NB frontage road 

 

3.3.1 Build Alternative 

Demographics and Environmental Justice 
U.S. Census Bureau data for 2010 were used for a block level analysis, as 2009–2013 American 
Community Survey (ACS) census data are not available at the block level. A total of 32 of the 37 
populated blocks have a reported minority population of greater than 50 percent (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2010a), which is consistent with the study area. Due to the homogenous nature of the 
study area population, no disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority populations are 
anticipated. 
 
Household income is used to identify the presence of low-income populations. According to the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) 2016 poverty guidelines, a four-person 
household is considered low income if they earn less than $24,300. As shown in Table 3-4, 
CT 18.06 BG 2, CT 18.12 BG 3 and CT 21.05 BG 2 have income below $24,300; therefore, each 
would be considered a low-income block group. However there would be no displacements or loss 
of access in the low-income portions of the study area. 
 
NEPA requires that projects undergoing scoping and environmental analysis communicate with 
local residents who could be affected by the construction and operations of a proposed project. 
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Meaningful communication includes conveying messages, reports and other materials in 
language(s) that local citizens can understand to the greatest extent practical. LEP is defined as 
having “limited ability to read, write, speak, or understand English” (67 Federal Register [FR] 
41459). Data from the 2009–2013 ACS were gathered at the Census tract level to identify if there 
are LEP populations that could be affected by the proposed project. As Census data are self-
reported, an individual’s ability to speak English represents the respondent's own perception about 
his/her ability to speak English. 
 
As shown in Table 3-4, more than a third of the population (5 years old and over) in the study area 
speaks English only (39.9 percent), over half speaks Spanish or Spanish Creole (55.1 percent) and 
a third speaks English less that well (35.5 percent). Additionally, signs in Spanish were observed 
during a May 2015 field visit. There are other LEP speakers in the project area; however, they 
account for a small share of the LEP speakers. 
 
As concluded in the Community Impact Analysis Technical Report (Appendix E), despite the 
presence of low-income, minority and LEP populations in the study area, the proposed project 
would not have disproportionate, high or adverse community impacts. The displacements resulting 
from the proposed project have been minimized and do not occur in the low-income portion of the 
neighborhoods. Also, there are local, safe and adequate replacement housing for the eight housing 
units that would be displaced. Additionally, there would be beneficial impacts from the proposed 
project, such as increased safety on neighborhood frontage roads and improved pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities. There would be no loss in access to roadways and no adverse effects to 
community cohesion. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with EO 12898 regarding 
environmental justice and would not have disproportionate, high and adverse effects on minority 
populations. 

Access Changes 
The proposed project would require changes in travel patterns; however, the changes would be 
beneficial and increase efficiency of access by constructing three DCs. Permanent access along the 
frontage roads would be maintained to the area community in most cases; however, access to 
Brooks Street would be altered. A right-turn only lane would be added at the I-35 SB frontage road/ 
US 290E westbound (WB) intersection to facilitate the SB to WB turning movement. Vehicles would 
be required to access Brooks Street from the US 290E WB frontage road. Due to the merging of the 
I-35 SB collector-distributor lanes into the frontage road, access from East Huntland Drive to the 
I-35 SB exit ramp would result in increased weaving conflicts. 

Community Cohesion 
While there would be no direct effect to parks, schools, neighborhood destinations such as the 
Walmart, churches, etc., the proposed project may have an effect on community cohesion; 
however, access to these facilities would not be substantially altered from what exists today. 
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The proposed project would require 8 residential displacements (8 units/1 structure) from a 114-
unit apartment complex and 4 business displacements. The majority of the existing neighborhood 
would remain intact and would not be separated. 
 
The displacement of the multi-family residential property could have an impact on the community. 
As stated in Section 4.1, a search for replacement rental units found over 20 rental units within a 
1-mile radius that all lease under $1,100 a month. Therefore, it is likely there would be an 
adequate supply of replacement housing available for displaced people, and displaced residents 
would not have to leave the neighborhood if they do not want to. 
 
The proposed project would provide a benefit to community cohesion in the form of increased 
pedestrian and bicycle safety. Additionally, the DCs could lessen the amount of through-vehicle trips 
on the frontage roads. 

3.3.2 No-Build Alternative 

The purpose of the proposed project is to improve safety and mobility. Under the No-Build 
Alternative current conditions in the study area would remain, and safety and mobility would not be 
improved. Congestion on frontage roads would likely increase as the population increases. The 
number of through-vehicle trips on frontage roads also would increase and contribute to 
congestion. Additionally, pedestrian and bicycle facilities would not be improved. As a result, the 
No-Build Alternative would result in direct impacts to the community. 

3.4 Displacements 

The proposed project would result in the displacement of four business-related structures 
(Discovery Auto Sales, Lone Star Restaurant Supply Store, Days Inn Hotel and University Inn Hotel) 
and one residential structure (Towne Oaks Apartments). No community facilities would be 
displaced; however, the Republic of Texas Museum would be impacted along the US 183 NB 
frontage road. 

3.4.1 Build Alternative 

While every effort was made to minimize relocations throughout the design process, ROW 
acquisitions would result in displacements at five locations (four commercial and one residential) 
under the Build Alternative. The displacements would include Discovery Auto Sales, Lone Star 
Restaurant Supply store, Days Inn Hotel, University Inn Hotel, and two buildings of the Towne Oaks 
Apartments along the I-35 SB and NB frontage roads (north of US 183) (Figure 3-5). No community 
facilities would be displaced; however, a museum would be impacted along the US 183 NB 
frontage road. 
 
Any displacements resulting from the proposed project would be eligible for relocation assistance. 
None of the impacts from displacements would adversely affect community cohesion or 
employment. Table 3-5 identifies the properties with displaced structures. 
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Table 3-5. Properties with Displaced Structures 

Property 
ID 

Site 
Description Site Location Business Type Gross Value 

Parcel 
Acreage 
(acres) 

ROW Required  
from Parcel 

Acres % 

238198 Discovery 
Auto 

I-35 SB 
Frontage 
Road and 
East Wonsley 
Drive 

Used car 
seller $553,770 0.776 0.195 25.1 

236526 Towne Oaks 
Apartments 7930 N I-35  

Multifamily 
residential 
complex  

$2,735,846 3.887 0.332 8.5 

236520 University Inn  
(2 parcels) 

NW quadrant 
of I-35/ 
US 183 
interchange 

Hotel $2,633,425 5.4879 2.987 54.4 

238281 
Lone Star 
Restaurant 
Supply 

8131 N I-35 Restaurant 
supply $964,164 0.804 0.029 3.6 

234165 Days Inn 

NE quadrant 
of I-35/ 
US 183 
interchange 

Motel $5,867,545 2.102 0.963 45.8 

 
As shown in Table 3-5, according to Travis County Property Tax Records accessed in August 2015, 
the gross value for the commercial properties range from $553,770 to $5,867,545, while the gross 
value for the residential property is $2,735,846. It should be noted that the gross property value 
and appraisal value are not equal; the appraisal value would include the relocation costs, which 
would be determined during the ROW acquisition process.  
 
Eight units (4 two-bedroom units and 4 one-bedroom units) of the 114-unit Towne Oaks apartment 
complex would be displaced. Since decent, safe, and sanitary replacement housing is available in 
the area, there would not be any impact on the function of the existing neighborhood. The Towne 
Oaks Apartments currently rents a one-bedroom unit for $749 and a two-bedroom unit for $1,129 
per month. As of August 2015, there were 16 apartments with one- to two-bedroom units available 
within the study area with an average rent ranging from $695 to $1,315 per month 
(ApartmentFinder.com, 2015). 
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The TxDOT ROW Acquisition and Relocation Assistance process would be conducted in accordance 
with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970 (Public Law 
91 6), as amended, and relocation resources are available to all displaced residences and 
businesses without discrimination. 
 
Consistent with the USDOT policy as mandated by the Surface Transportation and Uniform 
Relocation Assistance Act of 1987, TxDOT would provide relocation resources to all displaced 
persons without discrimination. All property owners from whom property is needed would be 
entitled to receive just compensation for their land and property. Just compensation is based upon 
the fair market value of the property.  
 
TxDOT would also provide payment and services to aid in movement to a new location. Relocation 
assistance would be available to all individuals, families, businesses, farmers and nonprofit 
organizations displaced as a result of a state highway or other transportation projects. This 
assistance applies to tenants as well as owners occupying the real property needed for the Build 
Alternative.  
 
The construction of the Build Alternative would proceed only when all displaced families and 
businesses have been provided the opportunity to be relocated to adequate replacement sites. The 
available structures also must be open to persons regardless of race, color, religion, or nationality, 
and be within the financial means of those individuals affected. 
 
The Build Alternative would require utility adjustments in the form of overhead and underground 
utilities that are located within or adjacent to the existing or proposed ROW. Utility adjustments 
required within the proposed ROW would be the responsibility of each utility company, and 
reimbursed by TxDOT based on actual cost. 

3.4.2 No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would not require any new ROW; therefore, no relocations and/or 
displacements would be necessary. 

3.5 Early Right-of-Way Acquisition 

As of the date of the submittal of this document, TxDOT is currently performing two at-risk ROW 
acquisitions for two parcels associated with the University Inn Hotel. While relocation would be 
necessary for the ROW being purchased, it has not yet occurred. TxDOT elected to conduct at-risk 
ROW acquisition to preserve the ROW for the proposed I-35 SB to US 183 NB DC in the northwest 
quadrant of the I-35/US 183 interchange. It is important to note that early ROW acquisition will not 
impact the current environmental evaluation. 
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3.5.1 Build Alternative 

The two parcels associated with the University Inn Hotel were purchased at risk because plans were 
underway to develop the property when the owner was notified of the proposed project. Per FHWA’s 
requirements, at-risk ROW acquisition is discussed below. 

Location of Acquired Parcels 
As shown on Figure 3-5, the two parcels undergoing acquisition are located in the northwest (NW) 
quadrant of the I-35/US 183 interchange.  

Acreage Amounts of ROW Acquired and Number of Parcels 
A total of 2.987 acres of the commercial 5.4879-acre property (Legal Description 5.4879AC OF LOT 
A A R P ADDN, COMMERCIAL PERSONAL PROPERTY) is undergoing at-risk ROW acquisition from two 
parcels located within the proposed ROW.  

Types of Land Uses for Acquired Parcels 
The parcel is designated as commercial. 

Date of Acquisition 
The parcel is currently under contract.  

Why Parcels Purchased Do Not Limit the Evaluation of Alternatives 
At-risk ROW acquisition for the parcel that is undergoing acquisition has occurred on parcels that 
have been identified as part of the Build Alternative. TxDOT took all measures necessary to 
minimize ROW requirements as much as practicable through direct coordination with the affected 
property owner (APO) and through a series of one-on-one and grouped meetings with affected 
property owners (MAPOs) along the corridor beginning in March 2015 through May 2015 (see 
Section 8.2, Meetings with Affected Property Owners). Since the proposed project seeks to improve 
mobility at the I-35/US 183 interchange, there are limited options for the placement of the DCs. 
Therefore, early ROW acquisition was not a determinant in the evaluation of alternatives or the 
determination of the Build Alternative identified in this Environmental Assessment (EA). 

Impacts to Low-Income and Minority Communities and Mitigation Measures That 
Are Anticipated or Have Occurred 
EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations, mandates that federal agencies identify and address, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of the programs on 
minority and low-income populations. A minority population is defined as a group of people and/or 
community experiencing common conditions of exposure or impact that consists of persons 
classified by the U.S. Census Bureau as Hispanic or Latino, Black or African American, American 
Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, and/or Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander. “Low-income” 
is defined as persons in households with incomes at or below the HHS poverty guidelines. 
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U.S. Census Bureau data were collected for the block group and block adjacent to the proposed 
ROW acquisition, Census Tract (CT) 18.04 Block Group (BG) 3 and Block 3014. CT 18.04 BG 3 is 
94.1 percent minority with an 80.6 percent Hispanic or Latino population. CT 18.04 BG 3 Block 
3014 is 70.0 percent minority with a 60.0 percent Hispanic or Latino population (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2010a), which is consistent with the study area. Because of the homogenous nature of the 
population, no disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority populations are anticipated. 
Potential impacts from ROW acquisition do not appreciably exceed or are not likely to appreciably 
exceed the magnitude that would otherwise be experienced in the general population.  
 
The U.S. Census Bureau 2013 American Community Survey provides a 5-year estimate for median 
household incomes. The 2013 median household income for CT 18.04 BG 3 was $31,369 (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2015), which falls within the range of median household incomes in the study 
area. Median household income data are not available at the block level. According to the HHS, the 
poverty threshold for a household of four in 2016 is $24,300 (HHS, 2016). As discussed above, CT 
18.04 BG 3 median household income is above the poverty threshold. Therefore, no low income 
communities would be affected by the proposed ROW acquisition.  
 
EO 13166, Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency (LEP), 
requires federal agencies to examine the services they provide and identify any service needs of 
persons with LEP. The EO requires federal agencies to work to ensure that recipients of federal 
financial assistance provide meaningful access to their LEP applicants and beneficiaries. Failure to 
ensure that LEP persons can effectively participate in or benefit from federally assisted programs 
and activities may violate the prohibition under Title VI of the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987 
and Title VI regulations.  
 
According to U.S. Census Bureau data, 39.3 percent of persons speak English less than well in CT 
18.04 BG 3 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2014), which is consistent with the study area. Therefore, TxDOT, 
as part of the public involvement process, would take reasonable steps to ensure that the LEP 
persons have meaningful access to the programs, services and information that TxDOT provides, 
such as making available written translations of summary documents upon reasonable request. 
Notices for public meetings were provided in English, Spanish and Vietnamese. The Spanish notice 
was published in a Spanish-language newspaper with circulation in Travis County. Printed Spanish 
translations were available at the public meeting, and bilingual project team members were 
available for interpretation. Notices for the planned public hearing would be issued in Spanish and 
published in a Spanish-language newspaper having circulation in Travis County. Therefore, the 
requirements of EO 13166 would be satisfied. 
 
Socioeconomically, the ROW acquisition area is consistent with the remainder of the study area. No 
new potential impacts are anticipated, and no new mitigation measure would be necessary. 

Type of Business for Acquired Commercial Properties 
The commercial property operates as a hotel. 
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Impacts on Community If Displaced Business Is Not Able to Remain in Business 
Since 2.987 acres of the property is being acquired, the business would be displaced and would 
not be able to continue its current operations as a hotel. The owner would be compensated for the 
portion being affected. 

Market Availability for Decent, Safe and Sanitary Housing (DS&S Housing) for 
Displaced Residential Properties 
While no residential properties have been acquired at-risk as yet, future residential displacements 
would ensure that displaced persons would be relocated to DS&S Housing within their financial 
means.  

Compliance with Uniform Act for Parcel Acquisitions 
The at-risk ROW acquisition conducted to date followed the FHWA’s “Guidance on Early Acquisitions 
and Compliance with NEPA of 1969 and Uniform Act.” 

Availability of Records and Documentation of Acquired Parcels 
The required records and documentation of the acquired parcel and relocation are available for 
inspection by FHWA at the TxDOT office located at 7901 N I-35, Austin, Texas 78753. 

3.5.2 No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative does not require any additional ROW and therefore would not require any 
property acquisition. 

3.6 Vegetation 

The project area falls within the Northern Blackland Prairie Level III Ecoregion (TPWD, 2012), which 
is classified as a true prairie and is characterized by tallgrass prairie underlain by dark, fertile soil 
with rapid surface drainage (Correll and Johnston, 1979). Almost the entire prairie has now been 
converted to other uses, such as cropland, pasture and urban uses (TPWD, 2012). 

General characteristics of vegetative resources were observed during field surveys of the project 
area on November 11, 2014. Detailed descriptions of the vegetation communities occurring within 
the project area are provided in the Biological Resources Technical Report prepared for the project 
(TxDOT, 2015c; Appendix F). 

Impacts to vegetation were based on review of available data characterizing existing vegetative and 
wildlife resources and in accordance with the requirements of the TxDOT-TPWD MOU with the TPWD 
dated 2013. Additionally, the general characteristics of vegetative resources were observed during 
field surveys of the project area on November 11, 2014. Potential impacts to vegetation were 
analyzed in GIS based on the proposed ROW and photo-interpreted vegetative community 
boundaries digitized using the most recently available high-resolution aerial imagery and 
referencing community types identified during the field survey. Community-type classifications 
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corresponded to those defined by the Ecological Mapping Systems of Texas (EMST) in the Texas 
Vegetation Classification Project: Interpretive Booklet for Phase 6 (TPWD, 2010).  

3.6.1 Build Alternative 

Under the Build Alternative, the proposed project would result in the direct conversion of 
approximately 7.20 acres of vegetation to transportation ROW (Table 3-6). 

Table 3-6. Summary of Vegetation within the Existing ROW and Proposed ROW 

Vegetation Community 
Area Within the Existing 

ROW (acres)1 
Impacted Area Within the 

New ROW (acres)1 

Urban High Intensity 132.35 0.0 

Urban Low Intensity 21.08 7.20

Central Texas Floodplain Hardwood Forest 2.13 0.0 

Open Water 0.05 0.0

Vegetation Total 155.61 7.20 
1Roadway and previously improved medians were subtracted from EMST vegetation types utilizing TxDOT’s Roadway Vegetation for Geographic

Information Systems (TxDOT, 2014e) and are not included in calculated totals. 

The Build Alternative would have direct impacts on vegetation, where permanent structures or 
pavement are placed; impacts to vegetation would be long term. Other areas will be revegetated 
following best management practices (BMPs), which may include restorative practices such as 
plowing, seeding and/or sodding of disturbed sites. Revegetated areas previously in a grassland 
community type that are returned to native vegetation could incur temporary impacts if restored to 
preconstruction conditions and could even receive beneficial impacts where previously vegetated 
by non-native or weedy grass species. The duration of impact would extend from site preparation to 
restoration. Revegetated areas previously in wooded community types would be permanently 
impacted by conversion to grassland. 

At the landscape scale, existing vegetative communities within the proposed Build Alternative would 
be fragmented to some degree. Given past land use and urban development, the landscape of the 
project area is generally fragmented at present. The effects of fragmentation from proposed 
activities would vary depending on the site conditions. Fragmentation from the proposed activities 
would have less of an impact on areas already fragmented than on areas that are currently 
unfragmented. 

Mitigation for Vegetation Impacts  
In accordance with EO 13112, native plant species of grasses, shrubs, and/or trees would be used 
in the landscaping and in the seed mixes where practicable. No invasive or noxious species would 
be used to revegetate the ROW, and soil disturbance would be minimized to ensure that invasive 
species do not establish in the ROW. Implementation of BMPs and the Storm Water Pollution 
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Prevention Plan (SW3P) would minimize indirect impacts to adjacent vegetative communities from 
erosion and other potential negative effects. Mitigation for impacts to vegetative resources is not 
anticipated to be required for the Build Alternative. 

Final guidance to the April 1994 Executive Memorandum on Environmentally and Economically 
Beneficial Landscaping was issued in the Federal Register on August 10, 2015, as guidance 
designed to further minimize the adverse effects of landscaping. The practices described in this 
memorandum apply to federal facilities and federally funded projects and include implementation, 
where affordable and practicable, of the following: 

 Use regionally native plants for landscaping;

 Design, use or promote construction practices that minimize adverse effects on the natural
habitat;

 Seek to prevent pollution by reducing fertilizer and pesticide use, using integrated pest
management techniques, recycling green waste and minimizing runoff;

 Implement water-efficient practices, such as the use of mulches, efficient irrigation systems and
the selecting and siting of plants in a manner that conserves water and controls soil erosion;
and

 Create outdoor demonstrations incorporating native plants, as well as pollution prevention and
water conservation techniques, to promote awareness of the environmental and economic
benefits of implementing this directive.

The above practices would be implemented as practical. Additionally, upon completion of earthwork 
operations, disturbed areas would be restored and reseeded in accordance with TxDOT’s 
Vegetation Management Guidelines and in compliance with the intent of the Executive 
Memorandum on Environmentally and Economically Beneficial Landscape Practices. 

3.6.2 No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would include disturbance from continued maintenance of the existing 
ROW by mowing. The effects of mowing on grassland ecosystem productivity and biodiversity will 
depend on the frequency at which mowing occurs, with either positive or negative impacts possible 
(Connell, 1978). In general, roadside mowing has been observed to decrease plant species 
richness and promote exotics (Forman and Alexander, 1998). Mowing also would maintain the ROW 
as grassland and prevent shrub encroachment and development into brushland. Disturbance from 
mowing and maintenance also may facilitate invasion by exotic plant species. Dominant grass 
species observed within the existing ROW include Japanese brome (Bromus japonicas), 
Johnsongrass (Sorghum halepense) and ragweed (Ambrosia spp.). 
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3.7 Wildlife 

Because of extensive conversion to urban areas within the city of Austin, very little extant native 
habitat within the project area remains. The vegetation of the project area (Section 3.6, Vegetation) 
is predominantly urban high and low intensity. Wildlife species that typically occur in these 
vegetation communities include species that have historically occurred in the area, as well as 
others that are particularly adapted to disturbed settings, urban areas, and edge habitats.  

Aquatic habitats within the project area are limited to Little Walnut Creek, Buttermilk Branch Creek 
and an unnamed tributary to Buttermilk Branch Creek, which likely provide habitat for various fish, 
water birds and aquatic herpetofauna. Macroinvertebrates present likely include those species 
typically found in these habitats, such as dragonflies (Odanata), crayfish (Cambaridae), caddisflies 
(Trichoptera), snails (Gastropoda), true bugs (Hemiptera) and midge flies (Chironomidae).  

County records of occurrence and species’ range maps were reviewed across major wildlife classes 
to develop representative lists for species of likely occurrence within the project area. Additionally, 
wildlife species and potential habitats observed were noted during field survey of the project area 
during November 2014. The assessment of potential impacts to wildlife was based on the 
proposed ROW, the vegetative community boundaries and types within and adjacent to the 
proposed ROW, and wildlife likely to utilize such habitats for feeding, breeding or sheltering. 

3.7.1 Build Alternative 

Removal and conversion of existing vegetation would be the primary potential impact to wildlife 
resulting from construction within the proposed ROW. The majority of the vegetation impacts would 
occur in the urban low intensity vegetation type. Refer to Table 3-6 for a summary of vegetation 
communities identified within the proposed ROW.  

Habitat fragmentation that results from the Build Alternative may further impact terrestrial wildlife 
resources by affecting animal movement patterns. Roads create barriers to movement by some 
species and have the potential to isolate populations, which: 

 impacts reproductive success and effects population genetics;

 reduces the home range of blocked species; and

 limits resource availability and increases competition for limiting resources.

Changes in species assemblage facilitated by habitat fragmentation and modification from 
construction and operation could result in the introduction of pests or predators, which would 
negatively impact existing wildlife resources. For instance, higher predatory bird nests have been 
observed in fragmented edge habitats (Robinson and Heske, 1995), such as in proximity to roads 
(Chalfoun et al., 2002). 
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Post-construction operation of the Build Alternative and continued operation of I-35/US 183 would 
both have long-term impacts on wildlife resources. Traffic on roadways could result in direct injury 
or mortality of wildlife species through vehicular collision. Most susceptible are animals attempting 
to cross roadways or those attracted to features within the ROW, such as plants, spilled grain, 
roadkill or other attractants (Forman and Alexander, 1998; Coffin, 2007). The frequency and 
species of roadkill has been shown to vary with road width and vehicle travel levels and speed, with 
mortality observed to increase generally with volume and mortality by species to vary by speed of 
animal (Forman and Alexander, 1998; Trombulak and Frissell, 2000). Although wildlife is often 
killed by vehicular collision on roadways, roadkill has not been shown to have a substantial effect 
on most wildlife populations at the landscape scale, although roadkill rates have been shown to be 
substantial for populations of a few sensitive federally listed species (Forman and Alexander 1998). 

Perhaps the greatest long-term negative effect from roadways on wildlife resources is behavioral 
avoidance of habitat within the road-effect zone—the area over which ecological effects extend 
outward from a road (Forman and Alexander, 1998; Forman and Deblinger, 2000). The extent of 
influence is often the width of the road but the boundaries are influenced by the characteristics of 
adjacent ecological communities and abiotic factors (e.g., slope and wind) (Forman et al., 1999; 
Forman and Alexander, 1998; Spellerberg, 1998; Coffin, 2007) and may extend for several 
hundred meters to over a kilometer from the roadway (Forman and Deblinger, 2000). Traffic and 
associated road noise and lighting have been shown to result in the avoidance of habitat 
surrounding roadways (Spellerberg, 1998; Coffin, 2007). Such avoidance effectively equates to the 
functional loss of this habitat for those species. Lower densities and species richness of birds have 
been observed near roadways, with the effect distance greater for grasslands (Reijnen et al., 
1996). 

The impacts to wildlife from road noise would be greater for the Build Alternative than the No-Build 
Alternative given historic and existing traffic on I-35/US 183 compared to the introduction, or 
further promotion (where road-effect already occurs) of this disturbance under the Build Alternative. 

The project area has been historically fragmented through public road installation and urban and 
commercial development. As a consequence, the existing fragmented environment, estimation of 
the additional effects on wildlife species caused by habitat fragmentation and road noise is 
uncertain under the Build Alternative. Although the proposed Build Alternative should have greater 
long-term adverse impacts on wildlife resources than the No-Build Alternative, these impacts should 
be minor to moderate given the existing condition of the proposed ROW and within the context of 
the project area.  

Mitigation for Wildlife Impacts 
No regulated habitat features would be impacted by the proposed Build Alternative. TxDOT BMPs, 
designed to limit water quality degradation from construction activities would be included in the 
mitigation plan. These practices would minimize fill washing into Little Walnut Creek (located within 
the existing ROW) and adjacent waterbodies, adjacent swales and wildlife habitats; provide 
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adequate erosion and siltation control; and ensure adherence to proper cleanup procedures. 
Stream crossing BMPs include, among others, use of spanning bridges rather than culverts, where 
possible; use of bottomless culverts; avoiding placing riprap across stream channels; incorporation 
of bat-friendly design into bridges and culverts; allowing adequate vertical and horizontal 
clearances under the roadway to allow for terrestrial wildlife to safely pass under the road; and 
allowing riparian buffer zones to remain undisturbed, where possible. 
 
Additionally, the implementation of sedimentation controls (SW3P would be in place) during 
construction will help to minimize erosion and sedimentation into aquatic features. 
 
In the event that migratory birds are encountered on site during project construction, every effort 
would be made to avoid harm to migratory birds, their eggs, nests and young, in compliance with 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). The removal of unoccupied, inactive migratory bird nests 
would be avoided. For upcoming construction, preventative measures would be taken to prevent 
birds from building new nests in the proposed construction area. 

3.7.2 No-Build Alternative 

The impacts to aquatic wildlife resources under the No-Build Alternative would likely be minor. 
Potential negative effects to aquatic resources would include degradation of water quality and 
sedimentation from traffic-related nonpoint source runoff or point source toxic spills, as well as 
potential introduction of invasive and/or exotic aquatic species. Sedimentation and erosion caused 
by operation and maintenance of the existing ROW could have further impacts on aquatic resources 
through filling in aquatic features, such as altering flood regimes or covering invertebrates. Due to 
the limited extent of aquatic resources along I-35/US 183, potential for such impacts is low.  
 
The impacts to terrestrial wildlife resources under the No-Build Alternative would generally be minor 
and include disturbance from continued operation and maintenance of I-35/US 183. Maintenance 
activities would primarily include mowing of the ROW. The effects of mowing on wildlife resources 
could be either negative or positive and would be related to effects on vegetation resources (see 
Section 3.6, Vegetation). Short-term displacement or direct injury or mortality to wildlife, such as 
small mammals or ground nesting birds, may result from mowing operations. Displacement into 
adjacent habitats could result in increased competition for resources and reduced fitness of 
individuals. Conversely, mowing and approaches such as mowing in stages could benefit some 
wildlife species (e.g., small mammals and edge/ecotonal species) by creating habitat diversity (e.g., 
Adams and Geis, 1983; Adams, 1984). Should mowing facilitate the spread of exotic, invasive 
and/or weedy plant or animal species, these activities could negatively affect wildlife habitats or 
species interactions such as breeding, feeding, or sheltering.  

3.8 Threatened and Endangered Species  

A detailed description of the state and federal endangered, threatened and/or proposed 
endangered or candidate plant and animal species with the potential to occur in the project area is 
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provided in the Biological Resources Technical Report prepared for the project (TxDOT, 2015c; 
Appendix F). For each species, their life history was reviewed using the most up-to-date scientific 
literature to characterize the species. Specific emphasis was placed on each species’ habitat 
preference and range of suitability. Habitat availability within the project area was identified 
through field surveys and compared to suitable habitats for endangered or threatened plant and 
animal species to determine the potential for occurrence within the ROW, as appropriate. 
 
Impacts to threatened and endangered species was based on review of available data 
characterizing existing resources within the affected environment and respective assessment of 
impacts to these resources with reference to the proposed activities. Ecologists reviewed the 
TPWD’s Texas Natural Diversity Database (NDD) on June 1, 2015, to identify previously recorded 
occurrences of both state- and/or federal-threatened/endangered species within the vicinity of the 
project area as defined within a 1.5-mile radius of the proposed project ROW. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and TPWD threatened and endangered species county lists also were 
reviewed (USFWS, 2014; TPWD, 2015a) to determine the potential of occurrence within the project 
area. 
 
Biologists traversed the proposed ROW during field surveys conducted in November 2014 to 
document the existing conditions present and to assess the suitability of potential habitats that 
may be present for utilization by protected species. 
 
The federally and state-listed threatened and endangered species that could occur within Travis 
County (TxDOT, 2015c) are presented in Appendix E. The report also lists species with no regulatory 
status that are considered Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) or rare in Texas that 
could occur within Travis County. The SGCN species are listed due to limited distributions and/or 
declining populations, face the threat of extirpation or extinction but lack legal protection. 
 
According to the USFWS (2014) and TPWD (2015a) county lists of endangered and threatened 
species indicate that 28 federally and/or state-listed endangered, threatened and candidate 
species may occur in Travis County (refer to Table 2 in the Biological Resources Technical Report 
provided as Appendix F) including 3 amphibians, 5 arachnids, 10 birds, 1 fish, 2 insects, 1 
mammal, 5 mollusks, 1 reptile and 1 plant. Inclusion on this list does not imply that a species 
occurs in the project area, but only acknowledges the potential for its occurrence. Additionally, 
three SGCN species have been recorded within 1.5 miles of the project area: Heller’s marbleseed 
(Onosmodium helleri), Texas fescue (Festuca versuta) and Texas garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis) 
(TPWD, 2015b). 

Critical Habitat 
The USFWS, in Section 3(5)(A) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), defines critical habitat as (i) 
the specific areas within the geographical area occupied by the species, at the time that it is listed 
in accordance with the ESA, on which are found those physical or biological features that are (I) 
essential to the conservation of the species and (II) that may require special management 
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considerations or protection; and (ii) specific areas outside the geographical area occupied by a 
species at the time it is listed, upon a determination by the Secretary of the Interior that such areas 
are essential for the conservation of the species. 
 
No critical habitat has been designated in the project area for any endangered or threatened 
species. 

3.8.1 Build Alternative 

Based on a review of the habitat descriptions of listed species of potential occurrence within Travis 
County and limited field survey of the proposed ROW, no potential habitat for any federally listed or 
state-listed species occurs within the proposed ROW, and no impacts to any of these species are 
anticipated as a result of the project.  
 
None of these listed species have known documented occurrences or critical habitat within the 
project area, as previously discussed. Table 2 in the Biological Resources Technical Report (TxDOT, 
2015c; Appendix F) presents a determination of suitable habitat occurrence within the proposed 
ROW and potential project effects for each state- and federally listed (or candidate) species of 
potential occurrence within Travis County. 
 
Due to past land use history, consequent habitat fragmentation, and existing practices, habitats 
within the proposed ROW are heavily disturbed (e.g., due residential, commercial, and roadway 
development.). As such, they provide limited habitat potential for state- and federally listed species.  
 
Based on the presence of riparian habitat along Little Walnut Creek within the proposed project 
ROW, potential habitat does exist for two species of greatest conservation need: the Texas garter 
snake and Correll's false dragon-head. Outside of these two species, the project area lacked 
suitable habitat for sensitive flora and fauna and existing vegetation was dominated primarily by 
ruderal herbaceous species and a mixture of native and ornamental woody plantings. 
 
Potential direct impacts from construction would differ by species largely dependent on mobility, 
with smaller, less mobile species more likely to be injured or killed and larger, more mobile species 
more likely to avoid injury or mortality but potentially affected by loss of habitat and displacement. 
Potential impacts to wildlife species would be minimal as described in Section 3.8, Threatened and 
Endangered Species. 

Mitigation for Special-Status Species 
TxDOT commits to the following voluntary commitment measures in order to minimize and avoid 
potential adverse impacts to potential threatened or endangered species: 

 Construction access and staging areas within the ROW will be located in areas that minimize 
the clearing of wooded habitats. 
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 Removal of native vegetation will provide suitable location for invasive grasses. After completion 
of construction and installation activities, disturbed areas will be treated with herbicides for 
control of invasive grasses and reseeded with native grasses to minimize colonization of 
invasive grasses. The contractor will be directed to utilize special provision 164-006 “Seeding 
for Erosion Control” that is specific for the Austin District. Herbicides will be used according to 
manufacturer’s label and are not expected to be used at levels or frequency that would have 
any adverse impacts to area species. 

 
Furthermore, under the 2013 MOU, TxDOT has agreed to provide BMPs to minimize impacts to 
state-listed species or SGCN. TxDOT BMPs, designed to limit water quality degradation from 
construction activities, would aid riparian species such as Correll’s false dragon-head and Texas 
garter snake. These practices would minimize fill washing into waterbodies, swales and/or wildlife 
habitat in the project area via proper erosion and siltation control. In the case of an accidental fill, 
BMPs would ensure adherence to proper cleanup procedures. For the Texas garter snake, BMPs 
will be implemented by advising contractors of the potential occurrence of the species in the project 
area and to avoid harming the species if encountered. 

3.8.2 No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would likely have no effect on threatened and endangered species. 

3.9 Waters of the U.S. Including Wetlands  

A total of three waterbodies were identified within the proposed project area: two intermittent 
streams and one ephemeral tributary, based on desktop review and field surveys. A detailed 
description of these waterbodies is provided in the Water Resources Technical Report prepared for 
the project (TxDOT, 2015d) in Appendix G. 
 
Sources utilized during the preliminary data review include National Wetlands Inventory (NWI), the 
National Hydrography Dataset, the Travis County Soil Survey (SCS, 1974), U.S. Geological Survey 
(USGS) 7.5-minutes quadrangle sheets (Austin East), and recent aerial photography. Field 
reconnaissance of the project area was conducted on November 6, 2014. 
 
No potential wetland sites were observed in the field; however, three potential waters of the U.S. 
(Little Walnut Creek, Buttermilk Branch Creek, and a tributary to Buttermilk Branch Creek) were 
identified. These waterbodies are illustrated on Figure 3-6. 

3.9.1 Build Alternative 

No impacts to open waters subject to the USACE jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA are 
anticipated within the proposed ROW (Table 3-7). No impacts are anticipated for the portion of Little 
Walnut Creek that is currently located within the existing box culvert within the existing ROW. The  
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proposed project would not involve the placement of temporary or permanent dredge or fill material 
into jurisdictional waters of the U.S. Therefore, a Section 404 USACE permit would not be required 
because no special aquatic sites, including wetlands, are present. 

Table 3-7. Proposed Impacts to Potential Waters of the U.S. 

Name of 
Waterbody 

Figure 3-6 
ID 

Approx. 
OHWM  

(avg. feet) 

Existing ROW 
Potential 

Water of the 
U.S.? 

Impacts 

Stream 
(LF/acre) 

Wetland 
(acre) 

Streams 
(LF/acre) 

Wetland 
(acre) 

Little Walnut 
Creek 
(intermittent) 

CRK 01 30 300/0.34 None Yes None None 

Buttermilk 
Branch Creek CRK 02 20 None 

(box culvert) None Yes None None 

Tributary to 
Buttermilk 
Branch Creek 

CRK 03 4 None 
(box culvert) None Yes None None 

OHWM = ordinary high-water mark; LF = linear feet 

Mitigation for Open Water Impacts 
Appropriate measures would be taken to maintain normal downstream flows and minimize flooding. 
Temporary fills would consist of materials and be placed in a manner that would not be eroded by 
expected high flows. Temporary fills would be removed in their entirety, and the affected area 
returned to pre-construction elevations and revegetated as appropriate. If the project involves 
stream modification, stream channel modifications, including bank stabilization, would be limited to 
the minimum necessary to construct or protect the structure and the immediate vicinity of the 
project. 

3.9.2 No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would not impact jurisdictional waters of the U.S. 

3.10 Floodplains  

Travis County is mapped in the regular phase of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) as 
administered by Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 
 
Based on a review of the FEMA’s Flood Insurance Rate Maps dated September 26, 2008, for Travis 
County, a portion of the proposed project lies within the 100-year floodplain of Little Walnut Creek 
(Zone AE) as shown on Figure 3-6. This project would be designed to permit the conveyance of a 
100-year flood and would not increase the base flood elevation (BFE) to a level that would violate 
applicable ordinances or regulations. 
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3.10.1 Build Alternative 

Under the Build Alternative, operational improvements at the I-35/US 183 interchange would have 
no effect on the floodplain of Little Walnut Creek. Any work to be performed within the limits of the 
floodplain and all floodplain modifications would be coordinated with the city of Austin during 
project design; however, TxDOT’s highway design would ensure that there is no net rise in the 
100-year flood elevation. 
 
Furthermore, 23 CFR 650.113 requires that encroachments on floodplains be the only practicable 
alternative, which shall be supported by the following information: (1) the reasons why the 
proposed action must be located in the floodplain; (2) the alternatives considered and why they 
were not practicable; and (3) a statement indicating whether the action conforms to applicable 
state or local floodplain protection standards. 

3.10.2 No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would not impact floodplains. 

3.11 Water Quality 

The EPA administers guidelines through the Clean Water Act (CWA) for states to assess and classify 
impaired waters as either Section 305(b) or 303(d) waters. The Section 305(b) waters are 
developed in a biennial report from the states to the EPA assessing all the waters in their territory. 
Waters on this list that are identified as impaired can then be listed as Section 303(d) waters. The 
Section 303(d) waters exceed their Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for one or more pollutant 
categories and are then listed as impaired, and a program is put in place to help restore these 
waters to within CWA limits. 
 
No currently listed Section 303(d) waters are present within the project area; therefore, 
coordination with the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) is not required. 

3.11.1 Build Alternative 

Potential water quality impacts associated with the Build Alternative may occur during construction 
activities. The construction phase impacts are short-term effects mainly caused by disturbing and 
exposing existing ground to erosion, and by the excavation, grading and soil movement operations. 
These operations may result in sediment loads entering the receiving waterbodies, especially 
during storm events, which would impact water quality, such as increasing the turbidity and 
suspended sediment levels. Other potential impacts during construction include oil and grease as 
well as other constituents that may be on the construction site and may enter the stormwater 
system or leak to the ground and later enter into waterbodies during storm events. Given that the 
Build Alternative would disturb more than 5 acres, the Build Alternative would be required to obtain 
coverage under the TCEQ‘s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General 
Permit for Construction Activities. TxDOT would comply with the permit by designing, implementing, 
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and maintaining an SW3P, and also filing a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the TCEQ in accordance with 
the General Permit before initiating construction activities. Erosion and sedimentation controls and 
other BMPs would be developed or designed and included in the SW3P. The BMPs may include, but 
would not be limited to, hay bales, sediment fences, containment structures, vegetative cover 
and/or rock dams. 
 
During the operation phase of the highway, potential water quality impacts may include runoff of 
debris and other constituents that may accumulate on the surface of the proposed roadway and its 
ROW during dry weather and then wash off during wet weather into the receiving waterbodies. 
Typical constituents associated with roadway operation include suspended sediments, oil and 
grease, and heavy metals. Another potential impact during roadway operation is traffic accident 
related spills.  
 
Construction of the Build Alternative would produce changes in the quantity and quality of the 
runoff from the paved area. However, since the proposed ROW is only a small fraction of the 
watershed, no impacts to receiving waters are expected and all changes in runoff patterns are 
expected to be localized to the project area. In summary, water quality in the project area is not 
expected to be detrimentally affected by construction and highway usage. However, some localized 
reduction in water quality may occur if siltation, turbidity and runoff are not adequately controlled, 
especially during construction. The adverse impacts to water quality are expected to be minimal. 
Mitigation for all impacts mentioned above would include TxDOT BMPs designed to limit water 
quality degradation from construction activities. Permanent BMPs will mitigate effects by 
contributing to eliminating roadway pollutants before they leave the immediate project area.  

Mitigation for Water Quality Impacts 
An SW3P will be prepared prior to construction and followed throughout all construction activities to 
minimize the discharge of sediment-laden storm water within the project area. The project SW3P 
will be prepared pursuant to the TxDOT manual Storm Water Management Guidelines for 
Construction Activities (TxDOT, 2002). Also prior to construction, opportunities to reduce the width 
of the ROW would be considered during final design. A reduction of the proposed ROW would 
reduce the amount of cleared vegetation and therefore the potential for erosion. 
 
Mitigation for unavoidable impacts could incorporate the following BMPs at appropriate stages 
during construction:  

 Erosion control: Sod would be utilized and remain in place until the area has been stabilized.  

 Sedimentation: A combination of silt fencing and hay bale dikes would be utilized and would 
remain in place until project completion and the existing ditches would be used for retention 
storage during construction.  

 Post-construction BMPs: A combination of retention and vegetative filter strips would be utilized 
to control total suspended solids after construction. Vegetation within the existing ditches 
(playas), as well as in the newly designed drainage ditch, would be replanted after construction 
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and would act as vegetative filter strips. Other areas of the ROW would be seeded with native 
species of grasses, shrubs or trees as needed. At the completion of construction, the TxDOT 
specification “Seeding for Erosion Control” would be followed to restore and reseed all 
disturbed areas. 

3.11.2 No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would not impact water quality. 

3.12 Traffic Noise  

A traffic noise analysis (TxDOT, 2015e; Appendix H) was conducted for the proposed project in 
accordance with TxDOT’s (FHWA-approved) Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Highway 
Traffic Noise (TxDOT, 2011). The FHWA traffic noise modeling software (TNM 2.5) was used to 
calculate existing and predicted traffic noise levels at receiver locations that represent land uses 
adjacent to the proposed project that might be impacted by traffic noise and could possibly require 
noise abatement (Figure 3-7).  
 
Based on TxDOT’s Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise (TxDOT, 2011), 
a traffic noise abatement measure is considered feasible and reasonable if: 

 It is able to reduce the traffic noise level by at least 5 dB(A) (A-weighted decibels) at greater 
than 50 percent of impacted first-row receivers. 

 It does not exceed the cost-effectiveness criterion of $25,000 for each receiver that would 
benefit by a reduction of at least 5 dB(A). 

 It is able to reduce the traffic noise level at (a minimum) of one impacted, first row receiver by at 
least 7 dB(A). 

3.12.1 Build Alternative 

The existing traffic noise levels were calculated at 38 locations (for a total of 42 receivers). Of the 
42 receivers, 24 were classified as residential, 4 were funeral homes/places of worship, 11 were 
commercial/hotel/restaurant, 3 were medical facilities, 1 was a radio studio, 5 were recreational 
area/playground and 1 was a tennis court/school. The proposed project was modeled and was 
found to result in impacts at 23 of the 42 receivers, of which 20 are residential, 1 is a recreational 
area, 1 is a commercial/hotel property and 1 is a tennis court/school. 
 
Traffic noise barriers were evaluated for each of the impacted receiver locations. It was determined 
that traffic noise barriers would not be feasible and reasonable for 20 of the impacted receivers 
and therefore are not proposed for incorporation into the project. Traffic noise barriers are not 
proposed at the impacted receivers because they do not meet the traffic noise level reduction by at 
least 5 dB(A) and they exceed the cost-effectiveness criterion of $25,000 per receiver. 
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I-35 Improvements
from Rundberg Lane to US 290E
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Three traffic noise barriers were found to be feasible and reasonable based on TxDOT’s Guidelines 
for Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise. A traffic noise barrier along the ROW of R-5 
that is 10 feet tall and 471 feet long met the 7 dB(A) noise reduction design goal at nine impacted, 
first-row receiver and the 5 dB(A) reduction at greater than 50 percent of impacted first-row 
receivers without surpassing the cost effectiveness factor, thereby making it both feasible and 
reasonable.  
 
A traffic noise barrier along the ROW of R-20 through R-22 that is 12 feet tall and 326 feet long met 
the 7 dB(A) noise reduction design goal at one impacted, first row receivers and the 5 dB(A) 
reduction at greater than 50 percent of impacted first-row receivers without surpassing the cost 
effectiveness factor, thereby making it both feasible and reasonable. R-22 would not achieve a 
5 dB(A) minimum reduction and would not be benefited by the barrier. 
 
A traffic noise barrier along the ROW of R-25(A–D) that is 16 feet tall and 908 feet long (four 
segments to meet access requirements) met the 7 dB(A) noise reduction design goal at seven 
impacted, first row receiver and the 5 dB(A) reduction at greater than 50 percent of impacted first-
row receivers without surpassing the cost effectiveness factor, thereby making it both feasible and 
reasonable. 
 
The noise barrier evaluation for the R-5 proposed noise barrier can be seen in Table 3-8 and on 
Figure 3-7. 

Table 3-8. Traffic Noise Barrier Evaluation 

Receiver 
Number 

Barrier 
Height 

(ft) 

Barrier 
Length 

(ft) 
Impacted 

Sites1 
Benefitted 
Receivers 

Percentage 
of Impacted 
Sites with a 

Noise 
Reduction of 

5 dB(A) Total Cost2 

Cost per 
Benefitted 

Site 
R-5 10 470 24 18 75 $84,780 $4,710 
R-20–R-21 12 326 32 22 66 $70,416 $3,201 
R-25(A–D) 16 908 51 31 61 $261,504 $8,436 

1 Residences or frequent areas of human use with a predicted noise level that approaches or exceeds the NAC.  
2 Unit cost of $18 per square foot was used in the evaluation.  
Note: Costs in bold type indicate barrier wall is cost reasonable. 

3.12.2 No-Build Alternative 

There would be no traffic noise impact under the No-Build Alternative. 

3.13 Hazardous Materials  

An initial site assessment (ISA) including a visual survey of the project limits and surrounding area, 
research of existing and previous land use, and limited review of federal and state regulatory 
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databases/lists was performed to identify possible hazardous materials within the project limits. A 
Hazardous Materials Technical Report (TxDOT, 2015g), which includes the ISA, was prepared for 
the proposed project (Appendix I). 
 
A review of environmental regulatory databases was performed on October 22, 2014, to identify 
sites or facilities that might pose a potential for hazardous materials impacts to the proposed 
project. The purpose of the database review was to determine whether sites located within the 
proposed project area are listed as having a past or present record of actual or potential 
environmental impact or are under investigation for noncompliance with a hazardous materials 
regulation. The database searches were conducted to comply with the American Society for Testing 
Materials (ASTM) Standard 1527-13 and the EPA All Appropriate Inquiries Standard but are not 
considered a full Phase I Environmental Site Assessment. A TxDOT ISA was prepared as the product 
of the database review.  
 
A total of 65 regulatory databases were reviewed with search distances that ranged from the target 
property to a 1-mile radius (Geosearch, 2014). A total of 73 separate addresses were identified in 
the database records, of which 25 have multiple associated listings, for a total of 142. Refer to the 
Hazardous Materials Technical Report (Appendix I) for a full assessment of hazardous materials 
sites identified from the records review as having the potential to impact construction of the 
proposed project. 
 
Sites identified through the database reports were categorized as sites requiring additional 
investigation to determine impact to the proposed project and sites not requiring additional 
investigation. Leaking petroleum storage sites (LPSTs) sites with no impacts to groundwater, no 
past remedial action plan requirement and those that have received regulatory closure, as well as 
LPST sites located more than 0.25 mile away are not considered as sites with a potential to impact 
construction. Facility Registry System (FRSTX), petroleum storage tank (PST) and industrial 
hazardous waste (IHW) listings are administrative records indicating the site is regulated, but not 
that a spill or release has occurred. Therefore, FRSTX, PST and IHW site findings are typically not 
considered sites with a potential to impact construction.  
 
This assessment found that 100 of the 142 site-specific hazardous materials issues identified in 
the database searches are expected to require no further study. The remaining 42 findings require 
further study to determine project impacts. The sites that were identified as requiring additional 
investigation are listed in Table 3-9 and shown on Figure 3-8. These sites are primarily associated 
with LPSTs, Industrial Hazardous Waste Corrective Action Program (IHWCA), and City of Austin 
Historical Underground Storage Tanks (AUSTINHISTUST) sites. Because PST listings frequently 
coincide with LPST listings due to the removal or replacement of Underground Storage Tanks (USTs) 
and the proposed project includes ROW acquisitions, PSTs are included in Table 3-9 as applicable. 
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Table 3-9. Potential Hazardous Materials Sites in the Project Area Requiring Further 
Study 
Map 
ID # Site Name Site Address Type Status of Site 

1 
Texas Department 
of Transportation 
District 14 

7901 N I-35 

GWCC (File Number F1429) Actions to address 
contamination are being carried out  

IHWCA 
(Registration ID RN100612738) Per TCEQ lead 
soil contamination exists on site, TCEQ awaiting 
remedial action plan 

PST 

(Facility ID 0010059) 6 reported underground 
tanks at the site, all removed from ground as of 
07/01/1991; 2 active aboveground tanks 
remain on site 

LPST 

(Facility ID 0010059) Per TCEQ groundwater 
other than the drinking water was impacted. All 
listed underground tanks removed from the 
ground as of 07/01/1991; 2 aboveground 
tanks remain on site; TCEQ has issued final 
concurrence for this finding; however, no 
information about potential residual 
contamination in site soils or groundwater can 
be ascertained without additional TCEQ file 
research; site is located adjacent to NB frontage 
road 

2 

TX Parcel 33 843 E Anderson 
Lane LPST 

(Facility ID 0057549) Per TCEQ soil 
contamination only requiring full site 
assessment and remedial action plan; both 
underground tanks removed from the ground as 
of 03/09/1992; final concurrence issued for 
this finding; however, no information about 
potential residual contamination in site soils or 
groundwater can be ascertained without 
additional TCEQ file research; site is located 
adjacent to US 183 EB 

Exxon RAS 6 
3719 7701 N I-35 LPST 

(Facility ID 0026085) Per TCEQ no groundwater 
impact, no apparent threats or impacts to 
receptors; listed underground tanks have been 
removed as of 12/14/1992; TCEQ has issued 
final concurrence for this finding; however, no 
information about potential residual 
contamination in site soils or groundwater can 
be ascertained without additional TCEQ file 
research; service station has been removed 

3 Texaco Station 600 East Anderson 
Lane LPST 

(Facility ID 0023191) Per TCEQ groundwater 
impacted, no apparent threats or impacts to 
receptors; listed underground tanks removed as 
of 02/01/1993; TCEQ has issued final 
concurrence for this finding; however, no 
information about potential residual 
contamination in site soils or groundwater can 
be ascertained without additional TCEQ file 
research; site is located adjacent to US 183 WB 
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Map 
ID # Site Name Site Address Type Status of Site 

4 H&J Investment 
Co 8200 N I-35 PST 

(Facility ID 33251) 7 reported underground 
storage tanks on site, 5 filled in place 
02/28/1974, 2 in use 

5 KLBJ Radio 
Station 8309 N I-35 PST 

(Facility ID 60090) 1 reported in-use 
underground storage tank; in use as of 
01/01/1986 

7 Exxon Station #6-
2726 8100 N I-35 LPST 

(Facility ID 0026048) Per TCEQ site is 
associated with a Group 1 groundwater plume 
that has likely migrated offsite; soil 
contamination only and site requires full site 
assessment and remedial action plan; all 
underground tanks have been removed as of 
03/28/1991; TCEQ has issued final 
concurrence for this finding; however, no 
information about potential residual 
contamination in site soils or groundwater can 
be ascertained without additional TCEQ file 
research; site is located adjacent to I-35 SB 

10 Sungard Internet 
Data Center 8025 N I-35 PST 

(Facility ID 74280) 3 active aboveground 
storage tanks located on site 

12 
Henna Chevrolet 8805 N I-35 LPST 

(Facility ID 0063549) Per TCEQ site is 
associated with impacted groundwater 
discharges to stormwater used by humans, 
endangered species <500 feet; final 
concurrence pending documentation of well 
plugging; 1 underground tank remains active on 
site; site is located adjacent to I-35 NB just 
outside the project ROW 

Henna Chevrolet 8805 N I-35 PST (Facility ID 63549) 1 active underground 
storage tank located on site 

16 Proposed 
Academy 7513 N I-35 LPST 

(Facility ID 0034936) Per TCEQ site is 
associated with impacted groundwater with no 
apparent threats or impacts to receptors; TCEQ 
has issued final concurrence for this finding; 
however, no information about potential 
residual contamination in site soils or 
groundwater can be ascertained without 
additional TCEQ file research; site is located 
adjacent to I-35 NB just outside the project 
ROW 

17 Bekins Moving & 
Storage 201 E Anderson Ln LPST 

(Facility ID 0035428) Per TCEQ site is 
associated with soil contamination only and 
requires a full site assessment and remedial 
action plan; underground tank removed as of 
09/09/1989; TCEQ has issued final 
concurrence for this finding; however, no 
information about potential residual 
contamination in site soils or groundwater can 
be ascertained without additional TCEQ file 
research; site is located along EB US 183 west 
of the project ROW 
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Map 
ID # Site Name Site Address Type Status of Site 

Bekins Moving & 
Storage 201 E Anderson Ln PST 

(Facility ID 35428) 1 underground storage tank 
reported, removed from the ground as of 
09/09/1989 

20 Muchos Grocery 7509 N I-35 PST (Facility ID 3641) 3 underground storage tanks 
reported in use on site 

23 Northeast VMF 900 Blackson Ave LPST 

(Facility ID 0025437) Per TCEQ site is listed as 
groundwater impacted with no apparent threats 
or impacts to receptors; TCEQ has issued final 
concurrence for this finding; however, no 
information about potential residual 
contamination in site soils or groundwater can 
be ascertained without additional TCEQ file 
research; all underground tanks removed as of 
03/30/1998; site is located east of the project 
ROW 

24 Ricks Motor Cars 7400 N I-35 LPST 

(Facility ID 0057548) Per TCEQ site is listed as 
minor soil contamination-does not require a 
remedial action plan; underground tanks 
removed as of 01/07/1992; TCEQ has issued 
final concurrence for this finding; however, no 
information about potential residual 
contamination in site soils or groundwater can 
be ascertained without additional TCEQ file 
research; site is located along I-35 SB 

25 State Farm 
Insurance Building 9001 N I-35 LPST 

(Facility ID 0047648) Per TCEQ the site is listed 
as groundwater impacted with no apparent 
threats or impacts to receptors; underground 
tanks have been removed as of 04/13/1993; 
TCEQ has issued final concurrence for this 
finding; however, no information about potential 
residual contamination in site soils or 
groundwater can be ascertained without 
additional TCEQ file research; site is located 
along I-35 NB north of the project ROW 

27 Circle K Store 
1757 

7901A Cameron 
Rd LPST 

(Facility ID 0038206) Per TCEQ the site is listed 
as impacted groundwater within 500 feet–0.25 
mile to southwest used by humans, endangered 
species; all underground tanks removed as of 
05/25/2012; TCEQ has issued final 
concurrence for this finding; however, no 
information about potential residual 
contamination in site soils or groundwater can 
be ascertained without additional TCEQ file 
research; site is located along US 183 EB east 
of the project ROW 
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Map 
ID # Site Name Site Address Type Status of Site 

29 

Stop’n Go Store 
379 

704 E St. Johns 
Ave LPST 

(Facility ID 0039557) Per TCEQ the site is listed 
as groundwater impact, non-public/non-
domestic water supply well within 0.25 mile; 3 
underground tanks remain in use; TCEQ has 
issued final concurrence for this finding; 
however, no information about potential 
residual contamination in site soils or 
groundwater can be ascertained without 
additional TCEQ file research; site is located 
along I-35 south 

Discover Food 
Mart 1 7200 N I-35 PST (Facility ID 14915) 4 underground storage tanks 

reported on site, all are in use 

Discover Conoco 
Food Mart 7200 N I-35 LPST 

(Facility ID 0014915) Per TCEQ the site is listed 
as groundwater impacted, no apparent threats 
or impacts to receptors; 4 underground tanks 
remain in use; TCEQ has issued final 
concurrence for this finding; however, no 
information about potential residual 
contamination in site soils or groundwater can 
be ascertained without additional TCEQ file 
research; site is located adjacent to I-35 south 

30 Bright Truck 
Leasing 

911 E St. Johns 
Ave LPST 

(Facility ID 0014748) Per TCEQ site is listed as 
groundwater impacted, no apparent threats or 
impacts to receptors; all tanks have been 
removed as of 08/04/2010; TCEQ has issued 
final concurrence for this finding; however, no 
information about potential residual 
contamination in site soils or groundwater can 
be ascertained without additional TCEQ file 
research; the site is located east the project 
ROW 

31 

Speedy Stop 410 7114 I-35 LPST 

(Facility ID 0017727) Per TCEQ the site is listed 
as having 3 past LPST incidents. The first event 
is listed as soil contamination only, requires full 
site assessment and remedial action plan; the 
second event is listed as groundwater impacted 
with no apparent threats or impacts to 
receptors; the final event is listed as 
assessment incomplete with no apparent 
receptors impacted; in all cases TCEQ has 
issued final concurrence for this finding; 
however, no information about potential 
residual contamination in site soils or 
groundwater can be ascertained without 
additional TCEQ file research; site is located 
adjacent to I-35 south; 2 underground storage 
tanks remain on site 

Speedy Stop Food 
Stores 7114 I-35 GWCC 

(File Number 459872715) Remediation 
division/petroleum storage tank reimbursement 
program, action completed, the remedy is 
considered complete 
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Map 
ID # Site Name Site Address Type Status of Site 

7-Eleven Store 
36618 7114 I-35 PST 

(Facility ID 17727) 8 underground storage tanks 
reported on site, all but 2 have been removed 
from the ground 

37 Lyles Chemical & 
Supply Company 

6208 Dallas 
Highway AUSTINHISTUST (UST ID 436) Historic PST registration, no 

information available on current status 

42 Skyview Hotel Inc. Atkinson & IRH AUSTINHISTUST (UST ID 708) Historic PST registration, no 
information available on current status 

46 

Stop'n Go Store 
379 

704 E St. Johns 
Ave LPST 

(Facility ID 0039557) Per TCEQ the site is listed 
as having groundwater impact, non-public/non-
domestic water supply within 0.25 mile; 3 
underground tanks remain in use; TCEQ has 
issued final concurrence for this finding; 
however, no information about potential 
residual contamination in site soils or 
groundwater can be ascertained without 
additional TCEQ file research; site is located 
adjacent to I-35 south 

Jack N Jill 704 704 E St. Johns 
Ave PST (Facility ID 39557) 4 underground storage tanks 

reported on site, 3 remain active  

47 
Nationsrent 6111 Hwy 290 LPST 

(Facility ID 0009677) Per TCEQ the site is listed 
as having minor soil contamination not requiring 
a remedial action plan; 1 underground tank 
remains in use; TCEQ has issued final 
concurrence for this finding; however, no 
information about potential residual 
contamination in site soils or groundwater can 
be ascertained without additional TCEQ file 
research; site is located adjacent to US 290E 

Sunbelt Rentals 
PC 279 6111 E US 290 PST (Facility ID 9677) 2 underground storage tanks 

reported on site, 1 remains in use 

49 Southwestern Bell 
Telephone 712 E Huntland Dr PST (Facility ID 20851) 1 underground storage tank 

is reported on site, the tank is in use 

50 Central Freight 
Lines 7101 N I-35 AUSTINHISTUST (UST ID 696) Historic PST registration, no 

information available on current status 

52 Mobilized Home 
Movers 803 Clayton Lane AUSTINHISTUST Historic PST registration, no information 

available on current status 

53 Walmart Store 
1185 

6700 Middle 
Fiskville Rd LPST 

(Facility ID 0058450) Per TCEQ the site is listed 
as having soil contamination only requiring full 
site assessment and remedial action plan; 
underground tank removed as of 03/24/1994; 
TCEQ has issued final concurrence for this 
finding; however, no information about potential 
residual contamination in site soils or 
groundwater can be ascertained without 
additional TCEQ file research; site is located 
adjacent to I-35 south 

55 Mid-Tex Milk 
Producers 804 Tirado AUSTINHISTUST (UST ID 849) Historic PST registration, no 

information available on current status 
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Map 
ID # Site Name Site Address Type Status of Site 

57 

Texas Mutual 
Insurance Co 6210 E US 290 LPST 

(Facility ID 0086181) Per TCEQ site is listed as 
assessment incomplete, no apparent receptors 
impacted; 1 active tank on site; 
preassessment/release determination; located 
adjacent to US 290 

Texas Mutual 
Insurance 6210 E US 290 PST (Facility ID 86181) 1 active aboveground 

storage tank located on site 

58 
Proposed Twin 
Liquors 
Warehouse 

5639 Airport Blvd IHWCA 
(Program ID T2424) No further information is 
available; unable to reach PM at TCEQ; 
additional investigation may be required 

GWCC = Groundwater Contamination Cases 

 
A visual inspection of the proposed project area was conducted on December 10, 2014, to identify 
the presence of potentially hazardous materials or substances that would impact the proposed 
project and to identify any sites that were not listed on the hazardous materials database search. 
The visual inspection did not identify any new sites in addition to the regulatory findings. Based on 
data from the Railroad Commission of Texas (RRC, 2014a, 2014b) and confirmed during field 
investigations, no oil and gas wells were identified within the proposed project area. 

3.13.1 Build Alternative 

Construction of the Build Alternative would have the potential to impact hazardous materials sites 
including 20 LPSTs, 13 PSTs, 2 IHWCAs, and 5 AUSTINHISTUSTs. The findings of the Hazardous 
Material ISA are summarized below. 
 
Within a 0.25-mile radius of the proposed project, 20 LPSTs were identified that would require 
further study to determine project-related impacts. Two locations (Site #1 [TxDOT District 14] and 
Site #31 [Speedy Stop Food Stores]) are related to Groundwater Contamination Case (GWCC) 
findings. Each of the listed LPSTs has received final concurrence from the TCEQ with the exception 
of Site #57 (Texas Mutual Insurance Co.) and Site #12 (Henna Chevrolet). Site #12 (Henna 
Chevrolet) is pending documentation of the final well plugging and final concurrence from the TCEQ 
will be given when the documentation is completed. Site #57 (Texas Mutual Insurance Co.) is 
currently in the pre-assessment and release determination phase and is pending final concurrence 
from the TCEQ. Although the sites are not within the ROW, the database records do not provide 
information regarding definitive site boundaries; therefore, adjacent properties with listed LPSTs 
should be taken into consideration for the potential presence of contaminated media within the 
existing ROW. 
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Within the project study area, 13 PST sites were identified. As previously discussed, PST listings 
frequently coincide with LPST listings due to the removal or replacement of USTs and are generally 
not considered a concern unless the parcel is going to be acquired or intersected by the project 
ROW. Based on the visual survey, aerial photographs, and maps/information from the database 
report, five PST sites would be acquired (or partially acquired) for the proposed ROW. Precise 
placement of PSTs on a parcel is not ascertainable from a regulatory database search; therefore, 
the disposition of any affected tank systems would be addressed during the ROW negotiation and 
acquisition process. It is important to note that if necessary for construction, PSTs must be 
removed in accordance with applicable regulations. 
 
Two IHWCA Program sites were identified as having the potential to impact the proposed project. 
Site #1 (TxDOT District 14) is adjacent to the proposed project and records indicate the presence of 
lead soil contamination. The TCEQ is currently awaiting the remedial action plan containing TxDOT’s 
proposal for site cleanup. No information is available for Site #58 (Twin Liquors Warehouse); 
however, since it is located within 0.25 mile of the project ROW, additional investigation may be 
required. 
 
Five AUSTINHISTUST sites were identified in the database search. Two of these historical tank sites 
#37 (Lyles Chemical & Supply Company) and #42 (Skyview Hotel Inc.), appear to have been located 
within the project limits, possibly under the footprint of existing I-35. There is no visible evidence of 
these sites and they are not listed in the TCEQ databases. Should the project require significant 
excavation at these locations, additional investigations would be considered. It is important to note 
that if necessary for construction, PSTs must be removed in accordance with applicable 
regulations. 
 
Any unanticipated hazardous materials and/or petroleum contamination encountered during 
construction would be handled according to applicable federal and state regulations per TxDOT 
Standard Specifications. Section 6.10 of the “General Provisions of the Standard Specifications for 
Construction and Maintenance of Highways, Streets and Bridges,” which applies to all highway 
projects, includes guidelines addressing the contractor’s responsibilities regarding the discovery of 
hazardous materials. 
 
The proposed project would require modifications to bridges and demolition of structures. As 
required by the Texas Asbestos Health Protection Rules (25 Texas Administrative Code [TAC] 
295.61), a survey for asbestos containing materials (ACM) and a 10-working day, predemolition 
notification would be required prior to the renovation and demolition of any public structures, 
including span bridges. If asbestos is confirmed, then asbestos-related activities and renovation 
would need to be performed in accordance with the Texas Asbestos Health Protection Act and the 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants. 
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Modifications to bridges could include the removal of beams that could have the potential to 
contain lead-based paint (LBP). Prior to project letting, the coatings on the bridges to be modified 
would be analyzed for the presence or absence of LBP. If LBP is discovered, contingencies would be 
developed to address worker safety, material recycling and proper management of any paint 
related wastes, as necessary. 

3.13.2 No-Build Alternative 

Under the No-Build Alternative, no hazardous materials associated with the project would be 
created. However, the generation, storage, use, transportation and disposal of hazardous materials 
would continue to increase with urbanization. Selection of the No-Build Alternative would not lessen 
the likelihood of hazardous materials, because it would result in the continued transportation of 
these substances on congested routes. 
 
The No-Build Alternative would not result in the displacement of any structures or construction, and 
therefore there would be no potential impacts from ACM, lead-based paints or affected soils or 
groundwater encountered during construction. 

3.14 Nonarcheological Historic Resources 

NEPA requires consideration of important historic, cultural and natural aspects of our national 
heritage. Important aspects of our national heritage that may be present in the proposed study area 
have been considered under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, 
as amended, and the implementing regulations, 36 CFR 800. The NHPA requires federal agencies 
to “take into account” the “effect” that an undertaking would have on “historic properties.” 
Compliance with Section 106 and its implementing regulations was undertaken under the terms of 
the First Amended Programmatic Agreement among the FHWA, TxDOT, the Texas State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding the 
Implementation of Transportation Undertakings (PA-TU). The identification of potential historic 
(National Register of Historic Places [NRHP]-listed or -eligible) properties is under review for historic-
age structures, buildings, objects, and districts, found within the proposed ROW and the historic 
resources area of potential effects (APE). 
 
A Historic Resources Research Design was developed according to TxDOT’s Documentation 
Standard Historic Resources Research Design and approved by TxDOT Environmental Affairs 
Division (ENV) historians to guide the historic resources reconnaissance-level survey that was 
conducted to identify historic-age resources (buildings, structures, objects, districts, etc.) within the 
APE of the proposed I-35 from Rundberg Lane to US 290 ROW. The APE for nonarcheological 
resources was variable according to the improvements. Where new ROW was proposed, the APE 
extended 150 feet from the proposed ROW. In areas where the proposed facility’s vertical 
alignment would be raised 5 feet above the height of the existing facility, the APE was extended 
150 feet from the existing ROW. In all other areas, the APE was limited to the existing ROW. The 
historic resources survey included all parcels that intersected with the APE. 
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During the records review, a TxDOT precertified historian consulted the Texas Historic Sites Atlas, 
Texas Historical Commission (THC) Survey Files, the NRHP, the list of State Antiquities Landmarks 
(SALs) and the list of Recorded Texas Historic Landmarks (RTHLs) to identify previously recorded 
historic properties within the APE and within a larger study area extending ¼ mile beyond the 
proposed ROW. The records review revealed that there is one NRHP-listed property within the larger 
study area. The Gethsemane Lutheran Church (#04001398) is located along US 183 (Anderson 
Lane) at Georgian Drive. The church was constructed in 1962 and was listed in 2011 under 
Criterion C (Criterion Consideration A) in the area of Architecture at the local level as an example of 
postwar New Formalist church design (Koller and Smith, 2011; THC, 2015). No SALs, Official Texas 
Historical Markers or RTHLs are located within the APE or the larger study area.  
 
Upon approval of the research design and methodology, the historic resources reconnaissance field 
survey was conducted in July 2015 (TxDOT, 2015h). During the survey, all identified historic-age 
resources were documented in accordance with TxDOT’s Documentation Standards for a 
Reconnaissance Survey Report and NPS standards for identification and evaluation of historic 
resources. For the purposes of this survey, historic-age resources within the defined APE were those 
that were built in or appear to have been built in or prior to 1973 to accommodate an anticipated 
letting date of 2018 (with an added 5-year buffer to accommodate construction delays). Historians 
surveyed the historic-age resources on 20 properties within the APE. None of resources recorded 
during the survey, either individually or collectively, appear to meet the criteria for NRHP inclusion 
because they do not maintain sufficient historic integrity, architectural merit and/or specific historic 
significance. Furthermore, though the APE contains portions of a historic-age residential 
neighborhood, it does not possess sufficient historic integrity to warrant consideration as an NRHP 
district. NRHP eligibility recommendations for all recorded resources were documented in the 
Report for Historical Studies Reconnaissance Survey (TxDOT, 2015i). 
 
Subsequent to a project redesign requiring additional new ROW and easements not previously 
coordinated, a historic resources windshield field survey was conducted on March 8, 2016. 
Identified historic-age resources were documented in accordance with TxDOT’s Documentation 
Standards for a Windshield Survey Report and NPS standards for identification and evaluation of 
historic resources. Historians surveyed the expanded historic-age resources APE and recorded one 
additional historic-age property. The resource recorded during the survey does not appear to meet 
the criteria for NRHP inclusion because it does not maintain sufficient historic integrity, 
architectural merit and/or specific historic significance. NRHP eligibility recommendation for the 
recorded resource was documented in the Report for Historical Studies Windshield Survey (TxDOT, 
2016a). 

3.14.1 Build Alternative 

None of the 58recorded historic-age resources are recommended individually or collectively as a 
historic district for NRHP inclusion, and no further consideration of them under Section 106 or 
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Section 4(f) is recommended in connection with the current project. In compliance with 36 CFR 800 
and the MOU dated December 16, 2014, and executed by FHWA and TxDOT, a TxDOT historian 
determined that there are no nonarcheological historic properties in the APE, and therefore, the 
project activities have no potential for effects. The SHPO concurred with the findings of eligibility 
and effect for the Report for Historical Studies Reconnaissance Survey on October 14, 2015 
(Appendix J). A TxDOT ENV historian concurred with the findings of eligibly and effect for the Report 
for Historical Studies Windshield Survey on March 17, 2016 and determined project activities do 
not affect historic properties recorded during this supplemental survey. Per TxDOT ENV individual 
project coordination with SHPO is not required.  

3.14.2 No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would have no effect on historic properties (including buildings, structures, 
objects, districts, etc.). 

3.15 Archeological Resources 

Because the proposed project involves federal-aid funding, it is considered an undertaking subject 
to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. Also, because the proposed 
project occurs on non-federal public land and involves a state agency, it is subject to the Antiquities 
Code of Texas (ACT). The PA-TU among the FHWA, TxDOT, the SHPO, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, regarding the PA-TU and MOU that exist between TxDOT and the THC both 
help facilitate satisfying the requirements of the ACT. The required consultation with the SHPO shall 
occur according to the stipulations of the PA-TU and the MOU between TxDOT and the THC. 
 
A site file and records review was conducted utilizing the records at the Texas Archeological 
Research Laboratory (TARL) and the THC. The files at TARL were used to identify previously 
recorded archeological sites within the study area. The archeological APE is defined as the physical 
area of ground disturbance, which is within the proposed ROW. The files at the THC were used to 
identify sites listed in the NRHP and/or sites designated as SALs. The THC’s State Marker Program 
files also were examined to identify the number and location of Texas Historical Markers within the 
APE. 
 
The TARL files revealed that no sites are recorded within the I-35/US 183 ROW, and that the entire 
APE along I-35 has been previously surveyed for archeological resources in 1985 by the State 
Department of Highways and Public Transportation (now TxDOT). Additionally, TxDOT received 
concurrence from the THC on October 1, 2002, with their recommendation that no archeological 
survey was necessary along US 183 from State Highway (SH) 71 to Ranch to Market Road 620, 
which includes the current APE along US 183. Design changes in 2004 identified an additional 
5 acres of new ROW in the northwest and SE quadrants of the I-35/US 183 intersection required 
for the construction of connector roadways between the two facilities. The THC concurred with 
TxDOT’s recommendations for no survey of the additional 5 acres on October 15, 2004, based on 
extensive disturbances from prior development. 
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Approximately 7.23 acres (2.92 hectares [ha]) of proposed new ROW and 1.4 acres (0.57 ha) for 
temporary construction easements were identified. All but 0.1 acre (0.04 ha) of these 8.4 acres 
(3.40 ha) exhibited extensive disturbances in recent aerial photography. The 0.1 acre (0.04 ha) is a 
10-foot (3.05-meter)-wide strip of undeveloped land adjacent to the existing frontage road of I-35 in 
the Little Walnut Creek floodplain. An 1896 map depicts a structure situated near the I-35 crossing 
of Little Walnut Creek, but subsequent maps from 1904, 1932, 1954 and 1955 do not include it, 
and modern development now surrounds this location (Foster et al., 2006). Based on the extensive 
disturbances noted in recent aerial photography, the small amount of proposed new ROW at the 
Little Walnut Creek crossing, and the lack of consistent historical documentation of a structure at 
the creek location, no survey was recommended for the archeological APE (TxDOT, 2015j). Per a 
memorandum dated June 4, 2015, TxDOT ENV concurred that the project will have no effect on 
archeological historic properties (Appendix J). Subsequent to a project redesign requiring an 
additional 0.379 acre of new ROW and easements not previously coordinated, per a memorandum 
dated February 18, 2016, TxDOT ENV concurred that the project will have no effect on 
archeological historic properties on February 23, 2016. 

3.15.1 Build Alternative 

No archeological cultural resources that are eligible for listing in the NRHP or for designation as an 
SAL would be affected by the Build Alternative.  

3.15.2 No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would have no effect on archeological resources. 

3.16 Visual and Aesthetic Qualities 

The visual quality assessment is used to determine if the proposed project would be compatible 
with the visual character of the setting into which it would be introduced. The impact assessment 
also takes into consideration that existing transportation uses traverse the proposed ROW. Visual 
impacts are discussed in terms of the effect that the new physical elements associated with the 
proposed project would have on landform quality (i.e., the existing natural or man-made landform) 
and visual resources (i.e., the physical resources, including native vegetation, introduced 
landscaping, and the built environment that make up the character of the area). 
 
Federal and state regulations require that visual impacts be addressed for Section 106 and Section 
4(f) properties. There are no specific federal or state visual regulatory requirements that apply to 
properties that are not designated historic, and/or eligible for listing in the NRHP or parkland.  
 
Generally, the visual and aesthetic qualities of the project area include the existing roadway 
facilities (including bridge structures and vegetated medians) as well as commercial/office/retail 
buildings, used car lots, hotels, and residential properties as well as landscape plantings. 
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3.16.1 Build Alternative 

Characteristics of the Build Alternative that could have a visual or aesthetic impact on the 
surrounding environment include elevated structures/bridges and other vertical elements such as 
signs and light standards. Due to the urban setting and the roadway corridor being the dominant 
visual element in the project area, the Build Alternative would have minimal effect on the overall 
aesthetic quality along the corridor. Visual impacts resulting from the Build Alternative would vary 
by location but would be greatest at grade separated locations (i.e., the I-35/US 183 interchange 
and the St. Johns Avenue bridge).  
 
At the I-35/US 183 interchange, the Build Alternative would provide three additional DCs in the 
project area, which would impact the viewsheds in the NE, NW and SE quadrants of the 
interchange. Since this is a substantial change from the existing condition at this location, the 
viewsheds would be directly impacted in all three quadrants. The Build Alternative also would 
include modifications to the existing I-35 NB to US 183 NB DC. 
 
The NE quadrant is dominated by commercial and office uses, one of which is a hotel (Days Inn). As 
discussed in Section 3.4, Displacements, the Days Inn hotel is one of four businesses that would be 
displaced due to the proposed project; as such there would be no resulting visual impacts. Based 
on proximity, the US 183 NB to I-35 NB DC would also be visible from the TxDOT campus and the 
parcel to the south which is currently vacant along the I-35 NB frontage road and from National 
Western Life Insurance along the US 183 NB frontage road. However, these impacts would not be 
considered as being detrimental to business operations.  
 
The NW quadrant contains a mix of commercial and office, multifamily, and transportation uses, of 
which there are two hotels (University Inn and it associated parking lot and Motel 6), Towne Oaks 
apartment complex, and the Republic of Texas Museum. Towne Oaks Apartments, University Inn 
hotel, and the Republic of Texas Museum would be directly impacted by the I-35 SB to US 183 NB 
DC. As discussed in Section 3.4, Displacements, the University Inn hotel would be displaced as a 
result of the proposed project; therefore there would be no resulting visual impacts (if the hotel is 
relocated). The viewshed from multiple units within the Towne Oaks apartment complex would be 
negatively impacted due to construction of the proposed DCs since the elevated bridge structure 
would be visible by residents. The viewshed from the Republic of Texas Museum also would be 
negatively impacted since the bridge footing/straddle bent of the new DC would be located on the 
museum property. Although the I-35 SB to US 183 NB DC may be visible from some rooms in Motel 
6, the visual impacts would not be considered substantial based on proximity. 
 
The SE quadrant contains a mix of commercial and office, institutional (a church as shown on 
Figure 3-2), parks and open space, educational, and transportation uses. The I-35 SB to US 183 SB 
DC would be visible from Victory Christian Church, Victory Children’s Center, and Hampton Inn and 
Suites. Based on proximity of the DC to these buildings and since the existing viewshed includes 
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the I-35 NB to US 183 NB DC, the visual impacts resulting from the construction of the additional 
DC would not be considered as having a negative impact on business operations.  
 
At St. Johns Avenue, the bridge structure would be replaced with a wider structure to include I-35 
NB to SB frontage road U-turn movements, I-35 SB to NB frontage road U-turn movements, and a 
bicycle and pedestrian facility at the same location. As a result, the existing I-35 NB to SB U-turn 
bridge would be demolished. Since the existing St. Johns Avenue bridge is in deteriorating 
condition, the proposed improvements could be considered a positive visual impact.  
 
Other than the grade separated locations, potential views of the proposed facility would be limited 
due to the relatively flat nature of the project area. The impact on the overall viewshed for existing 
residential communities would primarily occur at elevated crossings where the proposed facility 
would be visible.  
 
The DCs and realigned frontage roads would incorporate safety lighting, which could be considered 
as a negative effect for visual and aesthetic qualities, especially where residential areas are located 
near the DCs. During final design, the design of light fixtures will be completed. Standards are being 
updated regularly in an effort to minimize the effects of the lighting beyond the roadway surface it is 
intended to illuminate; as such, local, state and federal requirements will be reviewed during design 
and designation of additional lighting required for this project. The roadway lighting system could 
consist of low impact, downward directional lighting to minimize impacts to residential properties. 
 
Where reasonable and feasible, mitigation measures that would result in beneficial visual and 
aesthetic impacts may be programmed for this project. These measures may include aesthetic 
enhancements, such as landscaping, lighting, and/or decorative details. Aesthetics treatments will 
be developed during final design and incorporated into the project design as appropriate. 

3.16.2 No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would have minimal effect on the visual and aesthetic qualities of the 
surrounding environment. 
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4. Construction Impacts 

4.1 Build Alternative 

Construction of the Build Alternative could result in impacts to the community, vegetation, wildlife, 
waters of the U.S., water quality, noise, air quality, hazardous materials and archeological 
resources; however, these impacts would be temporary. These impacts are discussed in detail 
below. 

4.1.1 Community 

Construction of the Build Alternative could result in temporary access alterations, traffic detours, 
and potential increases in travel time for area residents and business patrons. Access to adjacent 
properties would be maintained during construction and a “temporary access plan” would be 
developed during final design and coordinated with affected businesses and residents prior to 
construction.  

4.1.2 Vegetation 

Construction impacts to vegetation resources would occur during site preparation and construction 
of the Build Alternative. Site preparation will involve the mowing or removal of existing vegetation 
from the ROW and staging areas, and recontouring where necessary by grading or amending soils 
with fill. Heavy equipment traffic would compact soils, increasing bulk density and decreasing 
permeability. Alterations to soils and topography would affect hydrologic parameters, such as 
infiltration, runoff, drainage patterns, and soil moisture availability, which could affect erosion, 
sedimentation, suitability for vegetation, and other factors. Appropriate design measures should 
minimize these impacts in addition to BMPs and SW3Ps. 
 
Additionally, construction of the Build Alternative could impact the existing vegetation resources 
through facilitating the transport, colonization, establishment, and spread of exotic, weedy and/or 
invasive plant species. Transportation of such species into the proposed ROW could occur through 
seeds hitch-hiking on construction workers, equipment, materials brought in from off-site or 
unintentional or intentional introduction of these species by post-construction human access. 
Colonization and establishment of exotic, weedy and invasive species could be facilitated by 
construction-related soil disturbance and the alteration of abiotic conditions (e.g., hydrology, light 
availability, nutrient availability) that could promote their colonization and establishment.  

4.1.3 Wildlife 

Aquatic species could be displaced or undergo direct injury or mortality from collision, crushing or 
burial during construction operations. Direct and indirect impacts to aquatic resources could result 
from spillage of chemicals into adjacent waterbodies. Construction activities could have adverse 
impacts on water quality, sedimentation, erosion and turbidity if appropriate measures are not 
taken to mitigate potential impacts to aquatic resources. Increased potential for introduction of 
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invasive and/or exotic aquatic species could result from construction activities and operation of the 
new ROW. 
 
Direct impacts from construction activities on terrestrial wildlife species for the Build Alternative 
could include the direct injury or mortality of wildlife within the ROW. More mobile species, such as 
birds and larger mammals, would likely be able to avoid such injury, whereas less mobile, slow 
moving species, particularly amphibians, reptiles, small mammals and arthropods (e.g., snakes, 
turtles, opossum, etc.), could be killed or injured. Fossorial animals (i.e., those that live 
underground, such as moles or shrews) may similarly be negatively impacted as a result of soil 
compaction caused by heavy machinery. Existing habitats within the proposed ROW would be 
directly modified or destroyed from construction activities, as discussed in Section 3.7, Wildlife. 
Once construction is completed and the vegetation has recovered, some wildlife species may move 
back into vegetated portions of the proposed ROW. Some construction features (e.g., bridges and 
overpasses) could provide habitat for wildlife species (e.g., cave swallows [Petrochelidon fulva]).  
 
Construction activities could result in the displacement of mobile species from the proposed ROW 
and some species that are sensitive to disturbance from adjacent communities within the road-
effect zone. Mobile species would be displaced to adjacent habitats, which could result in 
increased competition for resources and decreased fitness of individuals. The increased noise and 
activity levels during construction could potentially disturb the daily activities (e.g., breeding, 
foraging, sheltering) of species inhabiting the areas adjacent to the ROW. If construction occurs 
during the breeding season (generally spring to fall), activities may adversely affect mate 
acquisition (e.g., songbirds) and the young of some species. Additionally, some animals may be 
temporarily deprived of cover and therefore potentially subjected to increased risk from other 
predators. Although construction activities may disrupt the normal behavior of many wildlife 
species, little permanent damage to these populations should result.  

4.1.4 Waters of the U.S. 

No impacts to waters of the U.S. within the proposed ROW are anticipated. The proposed project 
would not involve the placement of temporary or permanent dredge or fill material into jurisdictional 
waters of the U.S. Therefore, a Section 404 USACE permit would not be required because no 
special aquatic sites, including wetlands, are present.  

4.1.5 Water Quality 

During construction, activities associated with impacts to water quality include clearing, culvert 
installation, pier/abutment work, borrow pit excavation, etc. Construction activities have the 
potential to cause minor impacts to waterbodies due to runoff/sedimentation from grading on 
nearby areas, placing fill material within the waterbodies, or accidental spills of fuel or other 
chemicals. A Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) General Permit for Construction 
Storm Water Runoff would be required for project construction. The purpose of the TPDES, as it 
applies to construction projects, is to protect surface water quality, including minimization of 
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sediment-laden runoff, through the incorporation of BMPs as implemented through the project-
specific SW3P.  

4.1.6 Noise 

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

4.1.7 Air Quality 

During the construction phase of this project, temporary increases in air pollutant emissions may 
occur from construction activities. The primary construction-related emissions are particulate 
matter (fugitive dust) from site preparation. These emissions are temporary in nature (only 
occurring during actual construction). However, the potential impacts of particulate matter 
emissions will be minimized by using fugitive dust control measures such as covering or treating 
disturbed areas with dust suppression techniques, wetting exposed surfaces (staging areas, soil 
piles, graded areas and unpaved access roads), covering loaded trucks, limiting vehicle speeds on 
unpaved areas, minimizing and removing dirt track-out on roadways and other dust abatement 
controls, as appropriate. Fugitive dust control measures are highly effective, for example, covering a 
storage pile when a wind event is declared has a particulate matter control efficiency of 90 percent. 
 
The construction activity phase of this project may generate a temporary increase in MSAT 
emissions from construction equipment and related vehicles (such as delivery and vendor trucks). 
The primary construction-generated MSAT emissions are diesel particulate matter from diesel-
powered construction equipment and vehicles during the site preparation phase of construction. 
The Texas Emissions Reduction Plan (TERP)3 includes incentive programs to encourage the 
development of multi-pollutant approaches to ensure that the air in Texas is both safe to breathe 
and meets minimum federal standards. TxDOT encourages construction contractors to utilize this 
program to the fullest extent possible to minimize emissions from diesel-powered vehicles and 
equipment. 
 
However, considering the temporary and transient nature of construction-related emissions, as well 
as the mitigation actions to be utilized, it is not anticipated that emissions from construction of this 
project would have any significant impact on air quality in the area. 

                                                 
3 Information about the TERP can be found at http://www.tceq.state.tx.us/implementation/air/terp/ 
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4.1.8 Hazardous Materials 

The proposed project would require earthwork operations and utility adjustments under the Build 
Alternative. In the event that unanticipated contaminated media (petroleum, residual contaminated 
material or hazardous materials) are encountered during construction, they would be managed in 
accordance with applicable federal, state and local regulations. TxDOT would assume all 
responsibilities to properly containerize, store, manage, characterize (analyze), transport and 
dispose of all contaminated materials and/or potentially hazardous materials. Though not 
anticipated, if dewatering is required during construction, additional investigations may be 
undertaken. Hazardous materials requiring special handling would be removed only by qualified 
contractors having documentation of prior acceptable work and applicable licenses, registrations, 
permits, etc. 
 
Universal precautions would be taken during construction and the contractor would take 
appropriate measures to prevent, minimize and control the spill of hazardous materials in the 
construction staging area. The use of construction equipment within sensitive areas would be 
minimized or eliminated entirely. All construction materials used for this project would be removed 
as soon as work schedules permit. 
 
The Build Alternative includes the demolition of structures that may contain asbestos-containing 
materials (ACM) and/or lead-based paint. Actions taken to manage ACM and lead-based paint (e.g., 
surveys, notifications, licenses, accreditations, abatement and disposal, as applicable) would 
comply with federal and state regulations. These issues would be addressed during the ROW 
process prior to construction. The ACM and lead-based paint surveys will be conducted where 
structures will be acquired and/or demolished. 
 
There is a potential for spills to occur within the project ROW during construction activities. Affected 
soils would be managed in accordance with applicable federal and state regulations. Appropriate 
spill prevention planning, response action planning and waste management activities would be 
conducted to mitigate concerns associated with spills of petroleum products or other chemicals 
proposed for use within the project ROW. 

4.1.9 Archeological Resources 

In the event that unanticipated archeological deposits are encountered during construction, work in 
the immediate area would cease and TxDOT archeological staff would be contacted to initiate post-
review discovery procedures under the provisions of the PA-TU, and under the MOU (43 TAC 2.24) 
between TxDOT and THC. 

4.2 No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative would not create any construction impacts. 
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5. Indirect Effects 

An Indirect and Cumulative Impact analysis (TxDOT, 2015k) was performed to evaluate potential 
impacts from the proposed project (Appendix K). The methodology for the indirect impact 
assessment was conducted in accordance with the CEQ, FHWA and TxDOT regulations and 
guidance documents. The assessment relied heavily on planning judgment, local stakeholder input 
and trend analysis. A qualitative/quantitative indirect assessment was conducted as appropriate 
for the project scope in accordance with TxDOT’s September 2010 Guidance on Preparing Indirect 
and Cumulative Impact Analyses and the March 2014 Environmental Handbook: Indirect and 
Cumulative Impacts (TxDOT, 2014f). The TxDOT seven-step method is outlined in Table 5-1.  

Table 5-1. Seven-Step Approach to Estimate Indirect Impacts 
Step Description 

Step 1 Scoping: The basic approach, effort required, and geographical boundaries of the 
project area are determined. 

Step 2 Identify the Project area’s Goals and Trends: Information regarding the project area is 
compiled with the goal of defining the context for assessment. 

Step 3 Inventory the Project area’s Notable Features: Additional data on environmental 
features are gathered and synthesized with a goal of identifying specific environmental 
issues by which to assess the project. 

Step 4 Identify Impact-Causing Activities of Proposed Action: Fully describe the component 
activities of the project alternative. 

Step 5 Identify Potentially Substantial Indirect Effects for Analysis: Indirect effects associated 
with project activities and alternatives are cataloged, and potentially significant effects 
meriting further analysis are identified. 

Step 6 Analyze Indirect Effects and Evaluate Results: Qualitative and quantitative techniques 
are employed to estimate the magnitude of the potentially significant effects identified 
in Step 5 and describe future conditions with and without the proposed transportation 
improvement. The uncertainty of the results of the indirect effects analysis is evaluated 
for its ramification on the overall assessment.  

Step 7 Assess Consequences and Consider/Develop Mitigation: The consequences of indirect 
effects are evaluated in the context of the full range of project effects. Strategies to 
avoid or lessen any effects found to be unacceptable are developed. Effects are 
reevaluated in the context of those mitigation strategies. 

Source: TxDOT (2010b). 

5.1 Step 1: Scoping  

5.1.1 Level of Effort 

Numerous project characteristics influence the methods and level of effort and used. 
Characteristics such as project type, scale, scope, stage of the study, project setting, design 
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features, the project purpose and data available. Table 5-2 introduces the level of effort determined 
for the indirect impacts analysis through the scoping process. 

Table 5-2. Level of Effort Required for Indirect Impact Analysis 
Project Variables Assessment Methodology 

Project Type Limited access facility Quantitative 

Project Scale  Small, based on corridor length Quantitative 

Stage of Study Design Alternatives Quantitative 

Project Setting Urban Qualitative 

Design Features Controlled Access DC Qualitative/Quantitative 

Project Purpose  Improve connectivity between I-35/US 183 to relieve 
congestion at the I-35/US 183 interchange  

 Improve mobility and safety  
 Replace the existing St. Johns Avenue bridge over I-35 

Qualitative 

Data Available Area maps, planning documents, demographic and site 
reconnaissance 

Qualitative/Quantitative 

Source: TxDOT (2010b). 

5.1.2 Area of Influence 

The proposed project is located within the Austin city limits, north of downtown, in Travis County 
(see Figure 1-1). The geographic boundaries of the area of influence (AOI) for indirect impacts 
includes the proposed ROW and extends to the adjacent parcels for which ROW would be acquired 
and access could be impacted by the proposed project (Figure 5-1). This delineation was 
determined when considering the nature of the proposed project, specifically providing DCs 
between two controlled access highways. The temporal boundary for the analysis of indirect 
impacts extends to 2040.  

5.2 Step 2: Identify the Study Area’s Goals and Trends 

The AOI lies within the City of Austin in Travis County. As a result of the AOI being in close proximity 
to this major economic center, there has been increasing urban development within the AOI. The 
City of Austin has developed plans and policies and compiled data, which identify goals and trends 
that are applicable to the proposed project’s AOI. To identify goals for the AOI, research included 
available local plans and information. 
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One of the City of Austin goals is to increase connectivity by creating a bicycle network that serves 
people of all ages and abilities. It also promotes connecting sidewalks to increase pedestrian 
access. The proposed project would be consistent with these goals (City of Austin, 2012). 
 
Demographic trends for the AOI indicate a growing minority population. In 1990, approximately 
30 percent of the population identified themselves as a minority race or ethnicity, and by 2013 
almost half of the population identified themselves as a minority. Within this same timeframe, 
median household incomes have risen; however, the share of people living below the poverty line 
has grown by 1.4 percent in Travis County (U.S. Census Bureau, 1990, 2000, 2010b, 2013). 
 
According to Texas State Data Center population projections, the share of minority population will 
grow in Travis County to approximately 65 percent of the total population by 2045. The share of 
white and black or African American populations will reduce over the next three decades, while the 
Hispanic or Latino population and those who identify themselves as another race will grow. The 
most substantial change is predicted to be the growth in Hispanic or Latino populations; by 2035 
they will represent more than 44 percent of the population (Texas State Data Center, 2015). The 
proposed project would not alter this continuing demographic trend. 
 
The AOI, consistent with much of Austin, is a vibrant, developing area with increasing population, 
businesses and housing. This trend has been occurring for decades and would likely continue for 
the reasonably foreseeable future. 

5.3 Step 3: Inventory of Study Area’s Notable Features 

Notable features within the AOI include sensitive, valued, vulnerable or unique elements of the 
environment that are less able to bear impacts. Transportation facilities are the largest notable 
feature in the AOI (including I-35/US 183). The AOI also has urban and residential and commercial 
areas. The residential component of the AOI is multifamily apartment complexes. To support these 
residential areas within the AOI, there is a school, church and museum along the NB and SB 
frontage roads of I-35. 

5.4 Step 4: Identification of Impact-Causing Activities of the Proposed Action 

The proposed project includes construction along 2.35 miles of existing I-35 between Rundberg 
Lane and US 290E and along 1.6 miles of US 183 between Georgian Drive and Cameron Road. The 
National Cooperative Highway Research Program Report 466 identifies 10 general categories of 
impact-causing activities. Table 5-3 provides a description of these impact-causing activities and 
how they relate to the proposed project. 
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Table 5-3. Type of Impact-Causing Activity 
Type of Activity Project Specific Activity Relevant Details 

Modification of Regime 
Effects 

Modification of habitat 
The proposed project would be within existing ROW; however, 
approximately 7.23 acres of additional ROW would be required 
from parcels along the frontage roads. 

Alteration of groundcover 

Clearing of maintained vegetation (grasses, shrubs and trees) 
would occur within existing and proposed ROW. No 
environmentally sensitive areas would be impacted by the 
proposed project. Approximately 7.23 acres of urban low 
intensity vegetation type would be impacted by the proposed 
project.  

Land Transformation and 
Construction 

Expanded transportation 
facility  

Construction of new controlled access DCs at three locations. 
Approximately 7.23 acres of the 541 acres in the study area 
would be impacted.  

Cut and fill  

Cuts would be made where subgrading would be prepared to 
facilitate new pavement. Fill would occur in areas where grading 
is necessary and in locations where overpasses are 
constructed/widened and culverts are added/extended. 

Resource Extraction Surface excavation  
Proposed excavation would be minimal in areas where grading 
cuts would be made in conjunction with vertical shifts in 
alignment.  

Land Alteration Erosion control  
In areas where construction is proposed, BMPs would be utilized 
to minimize sediment events and may include sand bags, silt 
fence and sediment traps. 

Resource Renewal Activities Revegetation 

In areas where vegetation is cleared during construction and 
there is no new pavement, efforts would be made to 
revegetate/reseed these areas with native plants and seed 
stock. 

Changes in Traffic Automobiles and trucks  

The proposed project would entail limited disruption to traffic 
and would include various construction activities over the build-
out period. To alleviate this disruption, the proposed project 
would be constructed in phases, and a detailed traffic control 
plan would be developed and implemented for each of the 
construction phases. It is anticipated that once the proposed 
improvements are complete, the facility may experience an 
increase in car and truck traffic through the horizon year of 
2040. 

Access Alteration 

New access to 
undeveloped land  

There is no new access to undeveloped land provided by the 
proposed project. 

Alter access 

Access to adjacent properties would be maintained as 
practicable, although entry and exit points would be modified in 
some cases.  
Access to Brooks Street from the I-35 SB frontage road would be 
severed but access to businesses would be accomplished via 
the US 290E WB frontage road. 
Access from East Huntland Drive to the I-35 SB exit ramp would 
be impacted; weaving movements would be further conflicted  

Alter travel times Vehicles would enter the DCs to access I-35 from US 183 and 
vice versa. This would reduce congestion and travel times. 
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5.5 Step 5: Identification of Potentially Substantial Indirect Effects for Analysis 

Utilizing the project understanding, local community input, other studies and potential direct 
impacts, an indirect impact evaluation was conducted that presents the framework for determining 
which impacts merit further analysis, or conversely, which impacts require no further analysis. A 
meeting with APOs was held in March 2015 and provided input in future development (TxDOT, 
2015l; Appendix L). Other studies used in the analysis include the Biological Resources Technical 
Report (TxDOT, 2015c), the Community Impact Technical Report (TxDOT, 2015b) and Water 
Resources Technical Report (TxDOT, 2015d). The methods used to identify indirect impacts are 
both qualitative and quantitative depending on the resource. This technique focused on the 
elements or indicators that characterize the AOI using ecological and social data from the baseline 
investigations. The discussion of indirect impacts is organized by three different types of impacts: 
encroachment-alteration impacts, induced growth impacts and impacts related to induced growth. 

5.5.1 Encroachment Alteration Impacts 

The following evaluates the impact to several resource areas.  

Vegetation, Habitat and Disruption of Natural Process and Ecosystem Functioning 
The proposed project would consist of adding three DCs between two controlled access facilities. 
The additional ROW required for the proposed project consists largely of maintained lawn. 
Additionally, a small amount of commercial structures and parking lots would be required. Any 
potential loss of habitat would occur along the boundaries of habitat that has already been 
fragmented by the original construction of I-35 and US 183 and surrounding development and 
would not lead to further fragmentation. Approximately 7.2 acres of Urban Low Intensity, areas 
consisting of landscaped and maintained yards or impermeable concrete driveways, would be 
impacted by the proposed project. Therefore, no substantial biological or ecological encroachment-
alteration effects are anticipated to occur. Therefore, these effects will not be discussed in Step 6. 

Water Effects 
The proposed project would not result in the placement of fill material within any wetlands and no 
impacts are anticipated to any jurisdictional waters of the U.S. within the existing ROW. Additionally, 
an SW3P would be implemented during construction. The construction of the Build Alternative 
would produce changes in the quantity and quality of the runoff from the paved area. However, 
since the proposed ROW is only a small fraction of the watershed, no impacts to receiving waters 
are expected, and all changes in runoff patterns are expected to be localized to the project area. In 
summary, water quality in the study area is not expected to be detrimentally affected by 
construction and highway usage. As a result, no substantial encroachment-alteration effects to 
water resources are anticipated to occur; therefore, water resources encroachment-alteration 
effects will not be discussed in Step 6. 
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Socioeconomic Effects 
Neighborhood: Alterations to existing neighborhoods, neighborhood cohesion and neighborhood 
stability could occur because of the proposed project, but they are not anticipated to be substantial. 
The majority of ROW acquisition would be limited to a narrow portion of land adjacent to existing 
ROW. However, additional ROW acquisition would cause the displacement of two hotels, one 
automobile sales lot, one restaurant supply store and eight housing units in an apartment complex 
(refer to Figure 7 in the Community Impact Technical Report provided as Appendix E). The area 
does have available property for all of the businesses to relocate and adequate safe, sanitary and 
affordable replacement housing is available in the area. Even with the displacements, the impacts 
would not be significant as the Uniform Relocation Act would provide relocation assistance to any 
displaced individuals. Overall, there would not be any impact on the function of the existing 
neighborhood; therefore, neighborhood encroachment alteration effects will not be discussed in 
Step 6. 
 
Personal Safety and Privacy: The proposed project would improve mobility and safety in the area 
and could change travel patterns in the corridor. However, these changes would improve safety and 
not substantially alter travel times for those in the neighborhood wishing to access I-35 and 
US 183. Impacts associated with the change in access on the local economy and the overall 
community will not be further evaluated or discussed in Step 6. 
 
Aesthetic and Cultural Values: Since the proposed project will not introduce new transportation 
elements in the community or substantially change the areas surrounding the travel corridor, 
concerns of personal safety and privacy, and changes in aesthetic and cultural values are not 
anticipated to be substantial. Therefore, these issues will not be discussed in Step 6. 

Environmental Justice Communities 
Although there is a low-income population in the AOI, the proposed project would not have adverse 
community impacts to that population. There would be no adverse effects to community cohesion. 
Residential displacements (8 units from a 114-unit apartment complex) would occur; however, a 
search for replacement rental units found over 20 rental units within a 1-mile radius that all lease 
at or below market rate. Four business displacements would occur; however, there is available land 
in the AOI for relocation and there are other businesses offering the same services (hotel lodging, 
automobile sales and restaurant supply) in the AOI that also serve the LEP population. Therefore, 
there will not be a disproportionately high or adverse impact to low-income populations. It should be 
noted that the LEP requirement for business owners was met as all business owners were invited to 
attend a series of MAPOs, and provisions were available for Spanish speakers and special needs, if 
requested. 
 
There is a large minority population present throughout the AOI. The proposed project would extend 
along an existing highway corridor, and ROW acquisition and displacements would not occur on 
community facilities, nor would the proposed project result in substantial access changes for the 
minority residential neighborhoods adjacent to the study area. As a result, any potential impacts 
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would not be predominantly borne by minority populations. Impacts associated with environmental 
justice communities will not be further evaluated. Additionally, the proposed project would have a 
bicycle and pedestrian facility on the frontage roads that would increase safety for people living in 
the AOI. Encroachment effects on environmental justice communities will not be discussed in Step 
6. 

Air Quality 
Based on the results of Steps 1 through 4 that evaluated the possible project-related actions that 
can indirectly impact air, it was determined that the proposed project would not be anticipated to 
cause indirect air quality impacts in the AOI. No change in attainment status is anticipated within 
the AOI as the result of emissions associated with the proposed project. Indirect air quality impacts 
from MSATs are unquantifiable due to existing limitations to determine pollutant emissions, 
dispersion and impacts to human health. Emissions would likely be lower than present levels in 
future years as a result of the EPA’s national control regulations (i.e., new light duty and heavy duty 
on road fuel and vehicle rules and the use of low sulfur diesel fuel). Even with an increase in VMT 
and possible temporary emission increases related to construction activities, the EPA’s vehicle and 
fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time cause substantial reductions of on road 
emissions, MSATs and the ozone precursors VOC and nitrogen oxides. As the proposed project is 
not anticipated to result in indirect air quality impacts, further discussion below is not necessary. 

5.5.2 Induced Growth Effects 

The proposed project is not anticipated to induce growth in the AOI, because it does not 
significantly alter the land use when compared to the existing condition. The AOI has limited 
developable land; also, the changes in access are not likely to facilitate any further land use 
changes or redevelopment. The rate and intensity of development would not be altered by the 
proposed project. The proposed project would result in encroachment effects as a result of changes 
in travel patterns; these effects would impact all people, including environmental justice 
populations. In addition, this proposed project was advanced to accommodate existing 
transportation deficiencies and improve mobility and safety of the traveling public. Because growth 
resulting from the proposed project would not be considered substantial, it will not be discussed in 
Step 6. 

5.6 Step 6: Analysis of Indirect Effects and Evaluation of Results  

Not necessary as a result of the lack of identified project-induced growth, encroachment and 
effects from induced growth. None of the indirect categories require further analysis. 

5.7 Step 7: Assess Consequences and Consider/Develop Mitigation 

Not necessary as a result of the lack of identified project-induced growth, encroachment and 
effects from induced growth. None of the indirect categories require further analysis. 
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6. Cumulative Effects 

6.1 Introduction and Methodology 

This section summarizes the cumulative impacts of the proposed project based on the findings of 
the Indirect and Cumulative Impact technical report (Appendix K). The assessment was conducted 
in accordance with the CEQ and FHWA guidance and TxDOT’s September 2010 Guidance on 
Preparing Indirect and Cumulative Impact Analyses and the March 2014 Environmental Handbook: 
Indirect and Cumulative Impacts. The CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1508.7) define cumulative impacts 
as: 
 

…the impact on the environment that results from the incremental impact 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. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. 

 
Cumulative impacts include a project’s direct and indirect impacts, as well as other actions not 
caused by the project, but when combined with the project, add to the overall impact, whether 
adverse or beneficial, on the environment. The objective of the analysis is to focus on key resources 
impacted by the proposed action, which are currently in poor or declining health, even if the 
impacts resulting from the proposed action are relatively small. Additionally, for those resources 
that are not in poor or declining health, the cumulative impact analysis should focus on those 
resources that could be substantially impacted by the proposed action.  
 
The analysis of potential cumulative impacts followed the five-step approach recommended in the 
TxDOT 2014 Cumulative Impact Analyses Guidelines for evaluating cumulative impacts. These 
steps are outlined in Table 6-1. 

Table 6-1. Five-Step Approach to Estimate Cumulative Impacts 
Step Description 

Step 1 Identify the resources to consider in the analysis, study area conditions and trends 

Step 2 Direct and indirect effects on each resource from the proposed project 

Step 3 Other actions – past, present, and reasonably foreseeable – and their effect on each resource 

Step 4 The overall effects of the proposed project combined with other actions 

Step 5 Mitigation of cumulative effects 

Source: TxDOT (2014e). 

 
The proposed project’s direct and indirect impacts would not substantially impact area resources 
nor would it impact resources in poor or declining health. TxDOT guidelines state that a cumulative 
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impact analysis is necessary if there are substantial direct or indirect impacts or if there is any 
impact on a resource of poor or declining health (TxDOT, 2014).  
 
Based on the information summarized in Table 6-2, neither of those two criteria was met; therefore, 
no cumulative impact analysis is necessary.  

Table 6-2. Resources Considered for Cumulative Impact Analysis 
Resource Historical and Current Trend Foreseeable Future Trends Further Evaluation 

Land Use  

The Resource Study Area (RSA) 
is a built-up, developed, urban 
corridor. 

Future development trends 
will be consistent with the 
current development trends. 

There are no significant 
direct or indirect impacts. 
Further evaluation is not 
needed. 

Vegetation and 
Wildlife 

The dominant habitat type is 
urban-low intensity; such, as 
maintained lawns and driveways. 
There are no threatened or 
endangered species in the RSA. 

Foreseeable future patterns 
will continue the current 
urban built up environment.  

There are no significant 
direct or indirect impacts. 
Further evaluation is not 
needed.  

Water Effects 

The area is built up and located 
near two watersheds. The 
development trend has been 
towards greater urbanization. 
However, this resource is healthy 
as the city of Austin has a 
watershed protection program.  

Foreseeable future patterns 
will continue. The proposed 
project would not result in the 
placement of fill material 
within any wetlands. 

Water quality in the RSA is 
not expected to be 
detrimentally affected, due 
to the BMPs and regulatory 
oversight. Further 
evaluation is not needed. 

Displacements 

The RSA has a few 
neighborhoods. The trend in this 
area has been towards 
multifamily residential 
development.  

With the increased 
urbanization of the RSA and 
increased residential density, 
it is anticipated that 
multifamily residential 
development trend would 
continue in the RSA for the 
foreseeable future.  

The proposed project 
would require four 
business and eight 
housing unit 
displacements. The area 
does have available 
property for all of the 
businesses to relocate and 
adequate safe, sanitary 
and affordable 
replacement housing. Even 
with the displacements the 
impacts would not be 
significant as the Uniform 
Relocation Act would 
provide relocation 
assistance to any 
displaced individuals. 
Therefore there are no 
significant direct or indirect 
impacts. Further 
evaluation is not needed. 



 

 

  

Final Environmental Assessment (I-35 From Rundberg Lane to US 290E) 113 

Resource Historical and Current Trend Foreseeable Future Trends Further Evaluation 

Environmental 
Justice 
Communities 

There is a low income and 
minority population in the RSA. It 
has been an area that has seen 
an increase over the past 30 
years in the amount of 
minorities.  

The RSA, Austin, and Travis 
County have been 
experiencing an increase in 
minority population that is 
expected to continue. 

This RSA is healthy and will 
continue to grow. The 
proposed project would 
result in displacements; 
however, there is plentiful 
affordable, safe and 
sanitary replacement 
housing available in the 
RSA. Therefore there are 
no significant direct or 
indirect impacts. Further 
evaluation is not needed. 

Source: TxDOT (2010b). 

 
The proposed project’s direct and indirect impacts would not substantially impact area resources 
nor would it impact resources in poor or declining health; therefore, a cumulative impact analysis 
would not be necessary. 
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7. Permits and Commitments 

All permits and commitments made by TxDOT and any additional agency coordination requirements 
would be included in the Environmental Permits, Issues and Commitments (EPIC) sheet as part of 
the final construction plans. A summary of these permits and commitments is provided below. 

7.1 Waters of the U.S. 

The proposed project would disturb more than 5 acres of land; therefore, TxDOT is required to 
comply with the TPDES General Permit for Construction Storm Water Discharges. An SW3P would 
be in place prior to the start of construction and would be maintained until the site is stabilized. An 
NOI stating that an SW3P has been developed would be filed with the TCEQ prior to starting 
construction.  
 
The proposed Build Alternative includes a drainage system that would be regulated under the 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit held by TxDOT. The MS4 program regulates 
stormwater discharges to local waterbodies to protect receiving streams. The city of Austin operates 
the MS4 within the city boundaries. TxDOT would provide an NOI for the change to the MS4 permit 
to the city of Austin and coordination would occur as necessary. 
 
Measures would be taken to prevent and correct erosion that may develop during construction. 
Temporary erosion controls would be in compliance with TxDOT Standard Specifications and would 
be in place, according to the construction plans, prior to commencement of construction. They 
would be inspected on a regular basis to ensure maximum effectiveness.  

7.1.1 Temporary Water Pollution Control Measures  

Water quality impacts would be minimized during construction of the proposed project through the 
implementation of an SW3P. These plans would include structural controls and practices that 
would be followed throughout the construction of the project to minimize water impacts. Guidance 
documents, such as TxDOT’s Storm Water Management Guidelines for Construction Activities, 
provide a detailed discussion of construction BMPs and additional information on implementation 
of temporary stormwater controls. The controls would include the following:  

 Minimize the extent and the duration of disturbed areas. Plan the phases of construction to 
minimize exposure and use vegetation to stabilize disturbed areas as practicable. 

 Apply erosion control practices to minimize the loss of sediment and keep the soil covered and 
in place as much as possible using temporary or permanent vegetation, erosion control 
blankets, or various mulch materials. Other practices include diversion structures to channel 
surface runoff from exposed soils and the use of slope drains where grades may be prone to 
erosion.  

 Apply perimeter controls to minimize the discharge of sediment laden stormwater. This objective 
relates to using practices that effectively remove sediment from the runoff water and prevent its 
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transport from the site. These controls include silt fences, diversion structures, swales, dikes, 
sediment traps, rock berms, and vegetative filters. 

 Stabilize disturbed areas as quickly as possible after final grade has been attained. Permanent 
structures, temporary or permanent vegetation, mulch, stabilizing emulsions, or a combination 
of these measures should be employed as quickly as possible after the land is disturbed.  

7.1.2 Permanent Water Pollution Control Measures 

Examples of stormwater pollution mitigation measures include detention ponds, wet ponds, sand 
filters, vegetative filter strips, and grassed swales. The primary mechanisms making these 
measures effective in removing pollutants from stormwater are detention and filtration. The 
selection, design, and effectiveness of these measures are highly site dependent, but all have been 
shown to be effective in treating highway runoff. The type and location of appropriate permanent 
water pollution control measures would be determined during the final design of the proposed 
project. These measures would be designed for site-specific conditions. 

7.2 Vegetation 

Efforts would be taken to avoid and minimize disturbance of vegetation and soils during 
construction. All disturbed areas would be revegetated, according to TxDOT specifications, after 
construction is complete. In accordance with EO 133112 on Invasive Species, the Executive 
Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping, and the 1999 FHWA Guidance on Invasive Species, only 
noninvasive species would be planted within the ROW. 

7.3 Migratory Birds 

In the event that migratory birds are encountered during project construction, every effort would be 
made to avoid harm of protected birds, active nests, eggs, and/or young. The contractor would 
remove all old migratory bird nests between September 1 and January 31 from any structure where 
work would be done. In addition, the contractor would be prepared to prevent migratory birds from 
building nests between February 1 and August 31. All methods would be approved by a TxDOT 
biologist in advance of planned use. 

7.4 TPWD Commitments 

TxDOT will implement the BMPs as specified under the BMP Programmatic Agreement with the 
TPWD and summarized in the Biological Resources Technical Report prepared for the project 
(TxDOT, 2015c; Appendix F). The BMPs will be updated as necessary upon completion of 
coordination with the TPWD.  

7.5 Air Quality—Construction Emissions 

During construction, potential impacts of particulate matter emissions will be minimized by using 
fugitive dust control measures such as covering or treating disturbed areas with dust suppression 
techniques, sprinkling, covering loaded trucks, and other dust abatement controls, as appropriate. 
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Since the primary MSAT construction-related emissions are particulate matter from site preparation 
and diesel particulate matter from diesel-powered construction equipment and vehicles, TxDOT will 
encourage construction contractors to utilize the Texas Emissions Reduction Plan to minimize 
diesel emissions.  

7.6 Noise 

For noise associated with the construction of the project, TxDOT will include provisions in the plans 
and specifications requiring 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. 

7.7 Hazardous Materials 

Sites that were identified in the Hazardous Materials Initial Site Assessment Report (TxDOT, 2015g; 
Appendix I) were assessed based upon their potential to encounter hazardous materials, and were 
categorized as sites requiring additional investigation to determine impact to the proposed project 
and sites not requiring additional investigation. Prior to construction, additional investigations, 
including regulatory file reviews and/or additional testing/EAs would be conducted as appropriate 
for sites with identified concerns based on project design and ROW requirements. Each 
assessment would be site specific based on the risk identified and the type of work occurring at the 
site, including the excavation depth. Based upon the results of each site assessment, clean up 
would occur including the proper handling and disposal of any regulated wastes, if necessary. 
Additionally, TxDOT will adhere to the following: 

 Any unanticipated contaminated media (petroleum residual contaminated material or 
hazardous materials) or regulated solid waste encountered during construction would be 
managed in accordance with applicable federal, state and local regulations. Hazardous 
materials requiring special handling would be removed only by certified abatement contractors 
having documentation of prior acceptable abatement work. 

 Universal precautions would be taken during construction and the contractor must take 
appropriate measures to prevent, minimize, and control the spill of hazardous materials in the 
construction staging area.  

 Asbestos and lead-based paint investigations studies would be conducted where buildings or 
structures would be acquired and demolished. Asbestos inspections, specification, notification, 
license, accreditation, abatement and disposal, as applicable, would comply with federal and 
state regulations.  
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8. Public Involvement 

The proposed project is open to comments by any person, and all views on the scope of the 
improvements proposed on I-35 from Rundberg Lane to 290E, alternative projects, environmental 
impacts and any other related matter have been and will continue to be welcome. In addition to the 
local community, public involvement is ongoing with governmental agencies, officials, 
organizations, and individuals. 

8.1 Project Website 

As a part of the public outreach process, a project website (www.my35.org) was launched in 2011 
during Phase 1, the conceptual planning for the I-35 corridor. Information made available on the 
website include the project overview, the purpose and need, project information such as the project 
fact sheet, the proposed improvements and project layout, funding status, schedule, how to get 
involved, and project contact information. A virtual open house also was launched in June 2015 to 
provide the public with an opportunity to view the displays presented at the open house and provide 
comments. 

8.2 Meetings with Affected Property Owners 

A series of MAPOs was held to notify 34 APOs of the proposed improvements and to discuss 
potential impacts to their property. A total of 14 one-on-one MAPOs and 2 grouped MAPOs were 
conducted between March 17, 2015 and May 22, 2015. During each MAPO, engineering drawings 
of the proposed improvements were reviewed and TxDOT staff and consultants were in attendance 
to answer questions posed by APOs in an informal setting. The handout packet at each MAPO 
included a Mobility35 Program Fact Sheet, project layout at each affected property, TxDOT 
Relocation Assistance, and TxDOT Landowner’s Bill of Rights. APOs were primarily concerned with 
the following issues: 

 Impacts during construction

 Impact to property/environment

 Timeline for completion of the proposed project

 Loss of parking

 ROW required/acquisition process

 Property access

 Retaining wall

 Funding

The grouped MAPOs were held on April 23 and May 1, 2015, at the TxDOT’s Austin District Building 
7, 7901 North I-35, Austin, Texas 78753. No APOs attended the April 23, 2015 grouped MAPO, 
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while three APOs attended the May 1, 2015 grouped MAPO. A MAPO Summary Report (TxDOT, 
2015l), including the comments received, a sample copy of the handouts and exhibits and the 
outreach coordination was prepared for the project record. 

8.3 Public Meeting 

A public meeting for the proposed project was held on June 10, 2015, from 5:30 PM to 7:00 PM at 
the Crowne Plaza Hotel, 6121 North I-35, Austin, Texas 78752. Public notices (display 
advertisements) were published in English in the Austin American-Statesman and Community 
Impact for Central Austin on May 22, 2015 and May 31, 2015, respectively. The notice also was 
published in Spanish in Ahora Si on May 28, 2015. Additional notice was mailed to adjacent 
property owners in English, Spanish and Vietnamese and area elected officials. Social media 
(TxDOT Facebook and Twitter) and email blasts to the Mobility35 database also were used as tools 
for notifying the public about the public meeting. Electronic message signs announcing the event 
also were placed along the corridor during the week leading up to the meeting.  

The meeting was conducted in an “open house” format with project exhibits on display, and the 
project team (TxDOT staff and consultants) was available to provide information and answer 
questions. A short presentation with an informal question and answer session was held from 
6:00 PM to 7:00 PM. The open house was held to inform the public of the proposed improvements 
and to collect public comment and feedback.  

A total of 75 individuals from the public signed the registration sheets. Each attendee was provided 
a project fact sheet and a comment form. One verbal comment was presented to the court reporter 
during the open house, and 15 written comments were submitted during the open house. During 
the comment period that extended through June 22, 2015, the public was afforded the opportunity 
to submit comments via the website, e-mail or regular mail; 23 comments were received through 
these channels. A total of 39 comments were received during the 10-day comment period that 
concluded on June 22, 2015; some comment forms included more than one comment.  

The majority of the concerns related to issues surrounding the I-35/US 183 DCs (flyovers), 
bicyclist/pedestrian issues, environmental impacts and access changes. A Public Meeting 
Summary Report (TxDOT 2015m; Appendix M) including responses to the comments received, 
copies of handouts and exhibits, and the outreach approach was prepared and posted to the 
project website (www.my35.org).  

8.4 Public Hearing 

The public hearing for the I-35 from Rundberg Lane to US 290 East Project was held on May 3, 
2016 beginning at 6:00 PM at the Bertha Sadler Means Young Women’s Leadership Academy, 
6401 N. Hampton Drive, Austin, Texas 78723. Official public notices (classified legal and display 
advertisements) were published in the following newspapers: 
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 Friday, April 1, 2016 – Austin American Statesman

 Thursday, April 21, 2016 – Ahora Si (Spanish Only)

 Thursday, April 28, 2016 – Community Impact – Central Austin

Additional notice was provided through the Vietnamese American Community of Austin website and 
Facebook page. A project information packet was mailed to adjacent property owners in English, 
Spanish, and Vietnamese. Electronic message signs announcing the event were also placed along 
the route to the public hearing location on the day of the hearing. In addition, email blasts, a 
monthly e-newsletter, Austin Mobility News, and emails to potential stakeholders were sent 
advertising the public hearing. 

As part of the public hearing, an open house was held from 6:00 to 6:30 PM. The open house 
displayed project exhibits for the public to view, with the project team (TxDOT and consultant staff) 
available to provide information. At 6:30 PM, a formal presentation was given by TxDOT to inform 
the public of the public hearing rules; an overview of the proposed project; the environmental 
assessment, including ROW acquisition needs; and the project schedule. Comment forms were 
available to the public during the public hearing, as well as an opportunity to register to comment 
during the public hearing. 

A total of 78 stakeholders were in attendance, which included 43 community members and 35 
TxDOT and consultant staff. Attendees were provided a handout packet that included a fact sheet, 
comment forms (English and Spanish), and a speaker registration form. Copies of the Draft 
Environmental Assessment document, exhibits, and schematics were also available for public 
review.  

Public Hearing Documentation was prepared and included responses to the comments received, 
public hearing officer certification, notices, sign-in sheets, verbatim transcript, comments received, 
and figures (TxDOT, 2016b; Appendix N). During the comment period that extended from May 3 
through May 17, 2016, the public was afforded the opportunity to submit comments electronically 
via e-mail, in writing via regular mail or fax. A total of 14 submissions were received: 13 written 
and 1 speaker gave public comment at the Public Hearing. The majority of the concerns were 
based on the I-35/US 183 flyover, traffic control during construction, traffic noise, accommodating 
pedestrian/bicycle traffic, and environmental impact to trees. 



Final Environmental Assessment (I-35 From Rundberg Lane to US 290E) 120 

9. Determination of Assessment 

The No-Build Alternative is always considered in the process of environmental documentation to 
provide a basis for comparing the effects of the Build Alternative. As discussed, the No-Build 
Alternative would not address the needs identified for the proposed project based on regional 
population and employment projections as well as long distance trips through the corridor. Under 
the No-Build Alternative, traffic congestion within the project corridor would continue to increase if 
mobility and operational improvements are not made. 

The engineering, social, economic and environmental investigations conducted for the proposed 
project indicate that some beneficial as well as minor adverse effects would result from 
implementation of the Build Alternative. 

9.1 Adverse Impacts 

Adverse impacts of the Build Alternative would include: 

 Displacements—ROW requirements would result in five displacements (two hotels, one used car
auto sales, a restaurant supply store and one multifamily residential). Business displacements
could potentially impact employment. The context of the impacts associated with these
displacements are summarized below:
– While there would be a loss of 227 budget to mid-price hotel rooms in the study area, an

Austin Business Journal article from January 2015 states that 8,649 hotel rooms are
currently under development in the Austin metropolitan area ranging from budget to luxury
hotels (Buchholz, 2015).

– The used car seller could be relocated in the neighborhood, and additionally there is a
Spanish-speaking sales lot located on the adjacent parcel. A December 2015 internet
search identified 12 additional used car sellers located within a 1-mile radius of the
displaced used car seller; each business offers Spanish-speaking services.

– The restaurant supply store parking lot and entrance could be reconfigured to maintain
access or could be relocated to area vacant lots.

– Eight units of a 114-unit residential complex would be lost as a result of the proposed
project; however, residents may be able to relocate within the complex itself or there are
over 20 rental units within a 1-mile radius that have similar lease values.

 Traffic noise impacts—the proposed project would result in impacts at 23 of 42 receivers. Three
traffic noise barriers were found to be feasible and reasonable based on TxDOT’s Guidelines for
Analysis and Abatement of Roadway Traffic Noise.

9.2 Benefits of the Build Alternative 

Benefits of the Build Alternative would include: 
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 Decreased congestion when compared to the No-Build Alternative. 

 Improved mobility in the area—through the provision of DCs from I-35 SB to US 183 SB, US 183 
NB to I-35 NB, and I-35 SB to US 183 NB, motorists and emergency responders are able to 
circumvent signalized intersections. 

 Improved local access—provision of the DCs would decrease congestion in the I-35/US 183 
interchange area and could lessen the amount of through traffic on the frontage roads. This 
would in turn improve access to the neighborhoods, businesses and community facilities in the 
project area.  

 Addition of bicycle and pedestrian facilities—would improve nonmotorized access in the project 
area and create a safer link between residential neighborhoods, commercial businesses, 
community facilities, transit stops, as well as other bicycle and pedestrian facilities outside of 
the project area.  

 Improved quality of the human environment with no resulting adverse impacts. 
 
The Build Alternative would address the specified project needs by improving mobility and 
connectivity between I-35 and US 183 through the provision of three DCs at the I-35/US 183 
interchange. The proposed project would improve traffic flow on I-35 between US 290E and US 183 
by reducing the steep grade of the existing I-35 NB to US 183 NB DC. Safety concerns also would 
be addressed by increasing the vertical clearance of the St. Johns Avenue and U-turn bridges over 
I-35 and improving the bicycle and pedestrian network. 
 
Impacts to the environment as a result of the proposed project would not be considered significant; 
as such, the Build Alternative is recommended as the preferred alternative and a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) is anticipated. 
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