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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

A. Description of Proposal

Interstate Highway (IH) 635 is located in an urban area of north central Texas in Dallas
County. Improvements to a 34 kilometer (km) (21 mile [mi]) segment of IH 635,
stretched between Luna Road and U.S. Highway (US) 80, are currently being evaluated in
three separate sections: the West Section (Luna Road to US 75), the East Section (US 75
to IH 30), and the Mesquite Section (IH 30 to US 80). Each Section comprises a stand-
alone project.

Separate Environmental Assessments are being prepared for the West and Mesquite
Sections. Appendix A (Figures 1 through 3) illustrates the overall project area.

Existing Facility

The East Section is located in the Cities of Dallas, Garland, and Mesquite. It is an eight-
lane highway with four 3.6 meter (m) (12 foot [ft]) mainlanes and two 3.0-m (10 ft)
shoulders in each direction, and it has non-continuous frontage roads. The existing right-
of-way (ROW) width varies from 100.6 m (330 ft) to 195.0 m (639.8 ft). An interim fifth
mainlane has been added to eastbound IH 635 from US 75 to Skillman Avenue. This
lane was added by restriping the mainlanes and reducing the inside shoulder. This fifth
lane serves to accommodate the interim, buffer-separated high occupancy vehicle (HOV)
lane west of US 75. The US 75/IH 635 interchange begins just west of Greenville
Avenue and ends just east of Hillcrest Avenue.

There are 18 arterial streets that cross (as underpasses or overpasses) the existing facility
within the project limits. The bridges associated with these crossings are listed in Table 1.
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Table 1 — Existing Bridges Along IH 635 Between US 75 and TH 30

Bridge Length Width Number of
m (ft) m (ft) Lanes
Greenville Ave Underpass 69.2 (227) 25.4 (83.3) 7-lane
Abrams Rd Underpass 85.8 (281.5) | 21.9(71.9) 5-lane
Forest Ln Underpass 109.7 (359.9) | 28.4 (93.2) 7-lane
Skillman St Underpass 68 (223.1) 28.5 (93.5) 7-lane
Miller Rd Underpass 86.3 (283.1) | 26.3 (86.3) 4-lane
Plano Rd Overpass 582 (190.9) | 42.9 (140.7) 8-lane
Kingsley Rd Overpass 87.1 (285.8) 42.9 (140.7) 8-lane
Jupiter Rd Overpass 69.3 (227.4) | 42.9 (140.7) 8-lane
McCree RA/AT&SF RR 953 (312.7) | 42.9(140.7) 8-lane
Overpass
Garland Rd Overpass 93.3 (306.1) 42 (141.1) 8-lane
Shiloh Rd Overpass 62.4 (204.7) | 46.5 (152.6) 8-lane
Northwest Highway Overpass 81.4 (267.1) | 42.7 (140.1) 8-lane
Centerville Rd Overpass 60.0 (196.9) 43 (141.1) 8-lane
La Prada Dr Overpass 60.9 (199.7) 43.2 (141.7) 8-lane
Oates Dr Underpass 89.5(293.6) | 28.9 (94.7) 5-lane
Galloway Ave Underpass 138.9 (455.6) | 23.4 (76.7) 5-lane
Westbound Frontage Rd 152.1 (499) 10.1 (33) 2-lane
Underpass )
Westbound IH 30 Underpass (106) 347.8 12.5 (41) 3-lane
Eastbound IH 30 Underpass (106) 347.8 12.5 (41) 3-lane
Conn N-E 575(1,886.5) | 7.4 (24.3) 1-lane
Conn W-N 650 (2,132.5) | 7.4 (24.3) 1-lane
Conn E-S 580 (1,902.8) | 7.4 (24.3) 1-lane
Conn S-W 650 (2,132.5) | 7.4 (24.3) 1-lane
Eastbound Frontage Road 137.5 (451) 10.1 (33) 2-lane
Underpass

The Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) provides light rail and bus transportation in the
Dallas area. A DART light rail line crosses IH 635 between Skillman Street and Miller
Road. A DART bus transfer station is located between Shiloh Road and Northwest
Highway. Also, there is a DART crossing parallel to TI Boulevard, just west of the East
Section project limit.

Proposed Improvements
The proposed action for IH 635 from east of US 75 to south of IH 30 just north of Town

East Boulevard, a segment of approximately 17.4 km (10.8 mi), consists of complete
reconstruction of the existing facility. The proposed improvements include:

" Addition of one 3.6 m (12 ft) mainlane in each direction for a total of ten lanes;

. Addition of two Managed HOV lanes in each direction, located between the
eastbound and westbound mainlanes in the median, from east of US 75 to
Skillman Street;

Texas Department of Transportation 2 IH 635 (LBJ Freeway) Corridor Study — East Section



= Addition of two reversible Managed HOV lanes, located between the eastbound
and westbound mainlanes in the median, from Skillman Street to north of IH 30;

= Addition of Managed HOV access ramps and structures near Skillman Street,
Shiloh Road (partial — to be completed by others), and LaPrada Drive;

. Addition of two- and three-lane frontage roads to link the existing non-continuous
frontage roads in each direction;

" Reconstruction of the existing two- and three-lane frontage roads to accommodate
other corridor improvements;

= Reconstruction of all arterial street crossings;

= Addition of a new bridge for through-traffic on Skillman Street;

" Removal of old ramps and construction of new ramps throughout the corridor; and

. Complete reconstruction of the interchange at IH 30 and IH 635 including new

direct connectors, frontage roads, frontage road connections, IH 30 mainlanes, and
Gus Thomasson Road.

The proposed improvements and typical sections are illustrated in Appendix 4 (Figures 4
through 32).

The project would generally follow the existing horizontal alignment of IH 635. The only
exception is between Skillman Street and Plano Road where the alignment would be
shifted to the north as much as 10 m (32.8 ft). This was done to minimize impacts to
local residential properties adjacent to the freeway. The proposed vertical alignment
would also generally follow the existing roadway profile. There will be some
modifications to the profile in order to provide for current vertical curve design standards
and vertical clearance standards.

The Managed HOV lanes are proposed for use by high-occupancy vehicles (currently
defined as two or more persons per vehicle) and by drivers of single-occupant vehicles
(SOV) willing to pay a toll to utilize these lanes. The plan for these lanes is that the toll
charged for SOV will vary by time-of-day and/or congestion level. This type of operation
is typically referred to as “Value Pricing” and the goal is to use the toll level, and
resulting price elasticity, to ensure the facility operates at traffic volumes that permit free-
flow conditions at all times.

The proposed improvements would result in a nearly continuous frontage road system
from US 75 to south of IH 30. The only exception would be a very short eastbound
segment (less than 0.4 kilometers [0.25 mi]) between Shiloh Road and Northwest
Highway. The close proximity of these cross streets and the required ramps in the area do
not permit a frontage road connection. A summary of the existing and proposed frontage
road links is located in Appendix B (Exhibit I).

The proposed ramping is generally be an “X” configuration. Grade separated braided

ramps will be located eastbound and westbound between Greenville Avenue and Abrams
Road and Shiloh Road and Northwest Highway, and eastbound between Kingsley Road
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and Jupiter Road. A summary of the proposed ramp changes is included in Appendix B
(Exhibit 2).

The IH 30/IH 635 interchange would be completely reconstructed in the proposed
improvements. The interchange, shown graphically in Appendix A (Figures 26
through 30), would be a four-level fully directional interchange with cloverleaf
connections between continuous frontage roads. The proposed improvements to this
interchange would significantly improve the operation and safety of the existing
interchange and increase the mobility within the influence area of this interchange.

All existing freeway to freeway ramps would be replaced with new direct connectors
designed to increase the interchanging capacity of the facility. The southbound-to-
westbound (CONN N/S-W) connector and the eastbound-to-northbound (CONN W-N)
connector would be two lanes each to accommodate the projected traffic volumes. The
remaining connectors would all be single-lane ramps. The direct connectors would be
designed to current design standards, which would result in improved horizontal and
vertical geometries as compared to the existing interchange design. A ramp will be added
to the direct connector from IH 30 to southbound IH 635 to serve Town East Boulevard.

The lowest level of the interchange would be the IH 635 mainlanes, which would remain
at their existing elevation. The next level would be the IH 30 mainlanes and they would
be approximately 0.8 m (2.6 ft) higher than existing in order to meet vertical clearance
requirements. The IH 635 and IH 30 frontage roads would be at the same elevations as
their respective mainlanes and they would not directly intersect. The connections
between the frontage roads would be made via cloverleaf ramps located in all four
quadrants. The direct connectors would comprise the third and fourth levels of the
proposed interchange. In addition, bypass frontage roads will be added eastbound at
Galloway Avenue and westbound at Gus Thomasson Road.

The proposed IH 30/IH 635 interchange reconstruction would require reconstruction
along TH 30 for approximately 823 m (2,700 ft) west of IH 635 and approximately 244 m
(800 ft) east of TH 635. This proposed reconstruction would involve reconstruction of the
Gus Thomasson/IH 30 intersection and conversion of that area from a jug-handle
configuration to a more conventional cross-street/frontage road intersection configuration.

The proposed improvements would result in modifications or additions to all of the
bridges along IH 635 from east of US 75 to south of IH 30. The proposed bridges are
presented in Table 2. The list of proposed bridges includes all IH 635 mainlane bridges
and all bridges that cross over the IH 635 mainlanes. Bridges along the frontage roads,
cross streets or HOV access facilities are not included in this table but can be viewed
graphically in the schematic plans contained in Appendix A.
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Table 2 — Proposed Bridges Along IH 635 Between US 75 and IH 30

Bridge Length Width Number of Lanes
m (ft) m (ft)

Greenville Ave Underpass 93.4 (306.4) 60.6 (198.8) | 8-lane
Abrams Rd Underpass 111.7 (366.5) 61.3 (201.1) 8-lane
Forest Ln Underpass 131.6 (431.8) 61.3 (201.1) 8-lane
Skillman St Underpass 77.7 (254.9) 61.3 (201.1) | 8-lane
Skillman Flyover 487 (1598) 18.8 (61.7) 4-lane
H-(For HOV)Ramp 130 (426.5) 18 (59) 4-lane
DART Rail Line 138.8 (455.4) 18.4 (60) 2-lane
Miller Rd Underpass 106.1 (384.1) 61.3 (201.1) | 8-lane
Plano Rd Overpass (WB) 98.4 (322.8) 24.3 (79.7) 5-lane
Plano Rd Overpass (EB) 98.4 (322.8) 243 (79.7) 6-lane
Plano Rd Overpass (HOV) 98.4 (322.8) 13.8 (45.3) 2-lane
Kingsley Rd Overpass (WB) 160 (524.9) 31 (101.7) 6-lane
Kingsley Rd Overpass (EB) 160 (524.9) 33 (108.3) S5-lane
Kingsley Rd Overpass (HOV) 160 (524.9) 13.8 (45.3) 2-lane
Jupiter Rd Overpass (WB) 136 (446.5) 38 (124.7) 6-lane
Jupiter Rd Overpass (EB) 136 (446.5) 28.2 (92.5) 6-lane
Jupiter Rd Overpass (HOV) 136.1 (446.5) 13.8 (45.3) 2-lane
McCree RA/AT&SF RR Overpass (WB) 120 (394.7) 24.3 (79.7) 5-lane
McCree RA/AT&SF RR Overpass (EB) 120.3 (394.7) 24.3 (79.7) 6-lane
McCree RA/AT&SF RR Overpass (HOV) | 120.3 (394.7) 13.8 (45.3) 2-lane
Garland Rd Overpass (WB) 110.6 (362.9) 24.3 (79.7) 5-lane
Garland Rd Overpass (EB) 110.6 (362.9 54.4 (178.5) | 6-lane
Garland Rd Overpass (HOV) 110.6 (362.9) 13.8 (45.3) 3-lane

|| Shiloh Rd Overpass 103.5 (339.6) 54.4(178.5) | 8-lane
T-Ramp 268 (875.3) 12.2 (40) 2-lane
Northwest Highway Overpass 134.3 (440.6) 79 (259.2) 8-lane
Centerville Rd Overpass (WB) 96.9 (317.9) 29.6 (97.1) 8-lane
Centerville Rd Overpass (EB) 96.9 (317.9) 24.3 (79.7) 5-lane
Centerville Rd Overpass (HOV) 96.9 (317.9) 20.4 (66.9) 3-lane
La Prada Dr Overpass (NB) 408.2 (1339.9) | 28.2 (92.5) 6-lane
La Prada Dr Overpass (SB) 192.8 (632.5) 40 (131.2) 6-lane
Ramp SB HOV/Toll-Conn W/E 373 (1223.7) 7.8 (25.6) 1-lane
Ramp Conn E/W-NB HOV/Toll 383 (1256.6) 7.8 (25.6) 1-lane
Qates Dr Underpass 104.1 (341.5) 48 (157.5) 8-lane |\
Galloway Ave Underpass 158.6 (520.3) 36 (118.1) 8-lane
Conn N-E 470.4 (1543.3) | 8.0(26.2) 1-lane
Conn W-N 697.2 (2287.4) | 10.8 (35.4) 2-lane
Westbound Frontage Rd Underpass 144.4 (473.8) 14.4 (47.2) 3-lane
IH-30 Underpass (WB) 141 (462.6) 25.2 (82.7) 4-lane
IH-30 Underpass (EB) 141 (462.6) 17.4 (57.1) 3-lane
Eastbound Frontage Rd Underpass 141.7 (464.9) 14.4 (47.2) 3-lane
Conn S-W 900 (2952.8) 7.8 (25.6) 1-lane
Conn E-S 850 (2788.7) 7.8 (25.6) 1-lane

WB — Westbound SB — Southbound

EB —Eastbound  HOYV — High Occupancy Vehicle

NB — Northbound
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The design schematic for the proposed improvements is available for viewing at the
Dallas District Office of the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) located at
4777 East Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas, 75150.

B. Purpose and Need for Proposed Action

The purpose of, and need for, the proposed improvements to IH 635, from east of US 75
to south of IH 30, are to:

» Provide traffic congestion relief on the IH 635 facility and on the surrounding arterial
street system;

» Provide for a continuous frontage road system by linking existing segments;

» Provide balanced and better access to the surrounding facilities and thoroughfares by
modifying ramps to meet future growth conditions;

* Provide improved cross street/frontage road intersections;

=  Provide access to HOV and rail mode choices;

» Incorporate Value Pricing into the corridor to permit improved traffic management;

* Improve safety concerns (i.e., by implementing current roadway design, lighting,
signing, and roadside standards, etc.);

* Accommodate additional traffic and traffic movements to the major interchanges at
US 75 and [H 30; and

= Replace the existing facility, which is more than 30 years old and has exceeded its
design capacity.

IH 635 was constructed in the late 1960s and early 1970s to serve as an outer loop
freeway and provide mobility for the rapidly growing North Dallas, Garland, and
Mesquite areas. The IH 635 corridor is located in the Dallas-Fort Worth metropolitan
area, which is one of the fastest growing areas in the country. According to the 2000
Census, the population of the North Central Texas region has increased from 2,506,973 in
1970 to 5,309,277 in 2000, an increase of greater than 111 percent. A significant part of
this growth has occurred in the project area of northern and eastern Dallas County.

At the time of initial construction of the IH 635 facility, residential and commercial
developments were just approaching the IH 635 corridor from the south. The original
facility was constructed with eight freeway lanes in anticipation of the continuing growth.
However, what was considered aggressive planning at the time proved to be insufficient
to handle the demand placed on the facility. As the development patterns continued to
the north and east, the IH 635 corridor became a focal point of residential, retail, office,
and industrial development. As evidenced by the significance of this corridor, it is
estimated that nearly 80 percent of the total employment in Dallas County is contained
within the ITH 635 study corridor.

The growth in the corridor led to fully developed surrounding land uses by the mid-

1980s. The density of development was somewhat greater on the West Section of
IH 635, west of US 75, but the overall growth led to significant traffic demands on the
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East Section of the corridor as well. Historical traffic volumes clearly indicate these
growth trends. In 1976, there were approximately 80,000 vehicles per day (vpd) along IH
635 (East Section), and that number has increased to greater than 190,000 vpd in 2000.

The interregional travel nature of this interstate facility and the extensive development in
the IH 635 corridor have resulted in the facility serving a wide variety of trip purposes.
The connections to other regional facilities including US 75, IH 30 and US 80 result in
IH 635 serving long distance trips while the residential and commercial developments in
the corridor serve as origins and destinations for shorter, local trips. An Origin and
Destination study completed during the Major Investment Study (MIS) indicated the
following:

» 27 percent Through Traffic — Defined as traffic with origins and destinations outside
of the study area;

» 3] percent Destination Traffic — Defined as traffic with origins outside of the study
area and destinations inside the study area;

» 22 percent Origins Traffic — Defined as traffic with origins inside of the study area
and destinations outside the study area; and

» 20 percent Local Traffic — Defined as traffic with origins and destinations located
within the study area.

The combined effect of these trip types results in traffic volumes exceeding 190,000 vpd
on the mainlanes in 2000. These volumes are expected to increase by 2020 to greater
than 240,000 vpd on the mainlanes and more than 60,000 vpd on the Managed HOV
lanes, for a total of more than 300,000 vpd.

The current traffic volumes on IH 635 from east of US 75 to south of IH 30 have a
directional split of approximately 65 percent-35 percent. The moming peak period is
northbound/westbound and the afternoon peak period is eastbound/southbound. The
existing facility currently operates at Level of Service (LOS) F for the majority of the
corridor during each of the peak periods. The traffic stream density determines LOS,
where LOS A describes free-flow operations when vehicles are almost completely
unimpeded in their ability to maneuver within the traffic stream, and LOS F describes
breakdown in vehicular flow.

During the 1997 morning peak period of three to four hours, LOS F occurs from US 75
east to Skillman Street and beyond, a total distance of greater than 4.8 kilometers (3 mi).
In addition, LOS F conditions exist at several other locations in the
northbound/westbound direction due to capacity constraints at high demand entrance and
exit ramp locations. During the 1997 afternoon peak period of three to four hours, the
LOS F conditions occur throughout the corridor, again due to capacity constraints at high
demand entrance and exit ramp locations.

The standard daily congestion encountered on IH 635 is recurring congestion resulting
from the volume/capacity relationship of the corridor. In addition, incidents (accidents,
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disabled vehicles, etc.) on the facility can greatly impact congestion and cause extreme
stop-and-go traffic in either or both directions. The lack of frontage roads through most
of this corridor exacerbates the problem since there are no convenient alternative routes.

The current (1997) and projected (2020) traffic volumes at selected locations throughout
the study corridor are presented in Table 3. Current and projected traffic volumes for all
of the roadway facilities within the corridor are presented in Appendix A (Figures 33

through 41).
Table 3 — Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Volumes
) ADT (in thousands)”

Roadway Segment 1997 | 2020
IH 635
Floyd to Greenville Avenue

EB Frontage Road N/A 21.1

WB Frontage Road N/A 23.6

IH 635 194.5 249.8
HOV N/A 19.2
Greenville Avenue to Abrams Road

EB Frontage Road 26.1 35.6

WB Frontage Road 29.2 35.6

TH 635 136.1 222.0
HOV N/A 19.2
Abrams Road to Forest Lane

EB Frontage Road 13.3 214

WB Frontage Road 13.3 21.7

TH 635 150.7 222.0
HOV N/A 19.2
Forest Lane to Skillman Street

EB Frontage Road N/A 43.6

WB Frontage Road N/A 43.0

IH 635 174.7 174.5
HOV N/A 19.2
Skillman Street to Miller Road

EB Frontage Road N/A 273

WB Frontage Road : N/A 35.1

TH 635 160.6 170.3
HOV N/A 18.8
Miller Road to Plano Road

EB Frontage Road N/A 252

WB Frontage Road N/A 25.6

IH 635 137.8 152.8
HOV N/A 17.8
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Table 3 — Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Volumes, (Cont.)

ADT (in thousands)"

Roadway Segment 1997 2020
Plano Road to Kingsley Road

EB Frontage Road N/A 31.1

WB Frontage Road N/A 25.7

TH 635 146.2 158.6
HOV N/A 17.8
Kingsley Road to Jupiter Road

EB Frontage Road 9.8 15.7

WB Frontage Road N/A 6.8

TH 635 136.4 190.7
HOV N/A 17.8
Jupiter Road to Garland Road

EB Frontage Road 1.5 43.9

WB Frontage Road 2.4 449

IH 635 166.2 164.4
HOV N/A 17.8
Garland Road to Shiloh Road

EB Frontage Road N/A 13.6

WB Frontage Road N/A 16.8

TH 635 150.1 218.2
HOV N/A 17.8
Shiloh Road to Northwest Highway

EB Frontage Road N/A 16.6

WB Frontage Road 12.6 352

TH 635 150.1 214.6
HOV N/A 17.8
Northwest Highway to Centerville Road

EB Frontage Road N/A 33.8

WB Frontage Road N/A 432

TH 635 173.0 185.0
HOV N/A 17.8
Centerville Road to LaPrada Drive

EB Frontage Road N/A 32

WB Frontage Road N/A 30.0

TH 635 182.0 233.0
HOV N/A 17.8
LaPrada Drive to Oates Drive

SB Frontage Road N/A 18.0

NB Frontage Road N/A 18.7

TH 635 170.4 222.1
HOV N/A 7.2
Oates Drive to Galloway Avenue

SB Frontage Road 3.9 23.1

NB Frontage Road 42 31.5

TH 635 171.2 222.1
HOV ] N/A 7.2
Galloway Avenue to ITH 30

SB Frontage Road 2.0 21.7

NB Frontage Road N/A 27.2

TH 635 171.2 222.1

HOV N/A 7.2
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Table 3 — Average Daily Traffic (ADT) Volumes, (Cont.)

ADT (in thousands)”

Roadway Segment 1997 : 2020
TH 30
IH 30 to Town East Boulevard

SB Frontage Road N/A 25.7

NB Frontage Road N/A 21.0

TH 635 145.6 150.8

HOV N/A N/A
Galloway Avenue to TH 635

‘WB Frontage Road 54 11.4

EB Frontage Road 7.7 11.0

TH 30 91.3 141.5
IH 635 to Gus Thomasson

WB Frontage Road 7.4 7.2

EB Frontage Road 7.7 13.6

TH 30 91.9 144.2
Gus Thomasson to Motley Drive

‘WB Frontage Road 7.4 17.3

EB Frontage Road 7.7 23.9

TH 30 91.9 126.7

U ADT volumes presented are the volumes midway between interchanges. Ramp volumes and their effect on mainline,
HOV and frontage road volumes are not presented but were utilized in the modeling.

It is important to note that the projected traffic volumes for 2020 would be constrained by
the capacity of the proposed improvements. The unconstrained demand, as demonstrated
using traffic modeling conducted by the North Central Texas Council of Governments
(NCTCOG) during the MIS, is significantly higher with ADT projections of more than
450,000 vpd in the East Section. The excess demand on the facility would seek alternate
routes, which would include both arterial streets and the proposed frontage roads.

In order to measure the effectiveness of the proposed improvements, a peak-hour 2020
LOS analysis was completed for TH 635 and the results are presented in Appendix A
(Figures 42 through 48). As expected, the projected demand exceeds the proposed
capacity in several areas during the peak periods, resulting in LOS F conditions.
However, with the proposed improvements, IH 635 would be capable of accommodating
most of the existing traffic and the majority of the growth in traffic volumes anticipated
for at least the next 20 years. Therefore, these proposed improvements would lead to
shorter periods of congestion in the future. The 2020 LOS analysis illustrates this point
because there are only a few select locations where LOS F conditions are expected to
occur and these are due to very high ramp and weaving volumes at certain locations along
the corridor.

The purpose and need for the proposed improvements can also be demonstrated by
describing what would occur if the project were not constructed. If the proposed
improvements are not made to IH 635, the peak periods would continue to lengthen to an
estimated 5 to 6 hours for each of the peak periods. In addition, more traffic would
choose to use the only alternative routes, the local arterial streets. The congested
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conditions on these streets would continue to worsen as a result of the lack of adequate
capacity on IH 635.

The benefits of the proposed improvements, separated into six categories, are presented in
Table 4. In summary, the proposed improvements would improve regional mobility,
reduce congestion, improve safety, air quality, access, and circulation through the
northern and eastern parts of Dallas County.
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Table 4 — Proposed Improvements and Expected Benefits for the East Section

—

Improvements

Expected Benefits

Mainlane Expansion

Increased traffic handling capacity

Increased safety due to design improvements
Increased accessibility and improvements to
traffic operations due to greater use of auxiliary
lanes

Ability for more flexible operations for entire
facility with lower level of congestion

Better air quality due to better speed

Frontage Road Links

Improved incident management

Provide parallel route for traffic through a
disjointed arterial street network

Permit optimal ramp layout

Help relieve traffic from mainlanes
Reduce circuitous traffic

Better air quality due to better speed

Frontage Road Widening

Improved access to facility
Improved cross street intersections
Increased traffic handling capacity
Improved incident management
Better air quality due to better speed

Managed HOV Lanes

Provide an incentive to carpool, reducing number
of vehicles on street and improving mobility
Improved ability to manage flow in lanes by
offering space for SOV users at a price

Provide for improved multimodalism with bus and
light rail service

Improved opportunities to establish more direct
bus usage for the facility by enabling scheduled
service

Defray cost of operation, maintenance and future
transportation improvements from revenue
collection

ITS (Intelligent Transportation
System)

Improved system integration between TxDOT
system and the adjacent city systems
Improved traffic incident management

Cross Street Improvements

Improved local traffic operations
Improved access to facility
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C. Right-of-Way Requirements and Utility Adjustments

The proposed facility would remain a controlled access facility. Approximately 14.48 ha
(35.77 acres) of additional ROW is required for the proposed East Section improvements.
This additional ROW occurs in areas where the existing width varies from 100.6 m (330
ft) to 195.0 m (639.8 ft) and is from 126 separate parcels on either side of IH 635. The
location and quantity of this ROW is presented in Appendix B (Exhibit 3 and 4).
Improvements to Abrams Road, Forest Lane, Skillman Street, Miller Road, Plano Road,
Kingsley Road, Jupiter Road, Garland Road, La Prada Drive, Oates Drive, and Galloway
Avenue are included in the proposed improvements shown in Appendix B (Exhibits 3 and
4). Any proposed ROW due to these arterial intersection improvements is also identified

in Appendix A (Figures 4 through 30).

Several utility systems exist in the area of the proposed improvements. These utilities
include Texas Utility (TXU) electric overhead and underground electrical transmission
lines, and Southwestern Bell telephone, water, sewer, and TXU gas lines. A location to
note is the area between Northwest Highway and La Prada Drive that has numerous
overhead power lines. The various utility conflicts encountered in the East Section are

presented in Appendix B (Exhibit 5).

While it may be necessary to relocate some existing utilities, the existing utility lines are
not expected to pose significant problems to the construction, operation, and maintenance
of the proposed improvements. Detailed information on the utility lines will be evaluated
during the design phase of the project in order to identify the need to integrate the
proposed improvements and utility systems into the design plans.

A relocation/replacement plan will be prepared in accordance with the TxDOT adopted
utility accommodation policy. The purpose of such a plan would be to reduce the extent
and duration of possible utility impacts during construction, with particular emphasis on
minimizing service interruptions. Development of the plan would occur during the early
design phase of the project and would require close coordination between the TxDOT
Dallas District, the City of Dallas, the City of Garland, the City of Mesquite, and the
utility owners. Recommendations within the plan would be incorporated into the
construction phase of the project, where possible, to facilitate overall project timing.
Otherwise, a majority of the identified utility conflicts will be relocated prior to the

construction projects.

D. Project Cost Estimate

Based on the schematic design, the estimated cost for the proposed improvements 1s
$655,573,000. This amount includes ROW acquisition, engineering, utility and other
costs. The utility relocation will be included in this cost if the existing utility is located
within the existing or proposed ROW and meets the requirements as set forth on the
utility accommodation policy. Interstates are reimbursable to an amount based on the size
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of the upgrade involved in the relocation. Otherwise, the affected utility will be
responsible for the cost of the relocation at its own expense. A breakdown of the project
costs is provided in the Table 5. Federal, state, and local entities will fund the design and
construction of the project.

The project is included in the Mobility 2025 Plan Update; however, no specific funding
allocations have been made at this time. Funding will be identified when the project
moves from Long Range Status (LRP) to Unified Transportation Plan (UTP) Priority 2

status.
Table 5 — Project Cost Estimate
Local Funds State/Federal Subtotal
Funds -
Cost Due To
(Fig’ufres‘in thousands and in Year 2000 dollars)

Construction $ 89,600 $ 358,400 $ 448,000
E and C* (9.57%) $ 8,574 $ 34,299 $ 42873
Design, Survey, $ 13,440 $ 53,760 $ 67,200
Testing, etc. (15%)

Right-of-Way $ 0 $ 83,500 $ 83,500
Utility Adjustments $ 0 $ 14,000 $ 14,000

Total $ 655,573

*Engineering and Contingencies
E. Local Government Support
This project is consistent with the needs of the Cities of Dallas, Garland, and Mesquite.
Resolutions of support by the cities for the project as defined in Section LA. are included

in the MIS, which is available for viewing at the Dallas District Office of TxDOT, located
at 4771 East U.S. Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas, 75150.

II. DISCUSSION OF EXISTING FACILITY
A. Existing Facility
IH 635 from US 75 to IH 30 (East Section) is within an urban area located in the Cities of

Dallas, Garland, and Mesquite. It was originally constructed in the late 1960s to early
1970s. Its current configuration is an eight-lane highway structure with four 3.6 m (12 ft)
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mainlanes and 3.0-m (10-ft) shoulders in each direction. The existing ROW width varies
from 100.6 m (330 ft) to 195.0 m (639.8 ft). Due to costs and ROW constraints, non-
continuous frontage roads were constructed at some locations. Existing conditions of the
facility are presented in Appendix A (Figures 4 through 32).

IH 635 East Section serves several major traffic areas including Texas Instruments,
Highpointe Centre, Northgate Business Park, Garland Heliport, Tom Thumb Distribution
Center, the Dallas Athletic Club Country Club, and numerous residential and commercial
areas.

IH 635 is a heavily utilized highway. The extremely high volume of traffic has resulted
in significant congestion that has extended beyond normal peak hours to include most of
the day. Transportation improvements implemented on and near IH 635 have not been
able to satisfy the ever-increasing travel demand in the area or reduce congestion on the
facility. Predicted development and travel demand growth for the area indicate that the
problem will continue to worsen for the foreseeable future.

There are no open fields within or adjacent to the project area that would encourage storm
water drainage onto the roadway facility.

IH 635 East Section interfaces with the DART public transportation system. DART
provides light rail and bus transportation in the Dallas area. A DART light rail line
crosses IH 635 between Skillman Street and Miller Road, and a DART bus transfer
station is located between Shiloh Road and Northwest Highway.

B. Surrounding Terrain and Land Use

The topography of the project area is generally flat, while the adjacent terrain exhibits
some gently rolling topography. IH 635 between US 75 and IH 30 crosses six waterways
including: Cottonwood Creek, Floyd Branch, Jackson Branch, Audelia Branch, Dixon
Branch and Long Branch. Garland Heliport is located approximately 0.91 km (0.57 mi)
from the project area, but no other airports located within 5,000 feet of the project.

Soil types within the project area were identified using the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) (formerly the Soil Conservation Service) Soil Survey of
Dallas County (1980). The predominant soil series in the project area include the Austin,

Dalco, Ferris, Heiden, and Houston Black series. These series are summarized in
Table 6.
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Table 6 — Soil Descriptions

Soils Description

Austin Moderately deep, well-drained clayey soils

Dalco Moderately deep, moderately well-drained clayey soils in shallow valleys
Ferris Deep, well-drained, sloping and strongly sloping clayey soils on uplands .
Heiden Deep, well-drained, clayey soils on uplands

Houston Black | Deep, moderately well-drained clayey soils on uplands

The land uses adjacent to and surrounding the project consist primarily of single-family,
industrial, multi-family, commercial, retail, and vacant space. Texas Instruments,
Northgate Business Park, Garland Heliport, Tom Thumb Distribution Center, and Dallas
Athletic Club Country Club are major employment areas adjacent to the project site. The
remainder of the area consists of multi-family homes, single-family homes, parks, and
undeveloped areas. ‘

An inventory of the existing adjacent land use patterns within 0.80 km (0.5 mile) of the
project was accomplished through the use of the NCTCOG’s Geographic Information
Systems (GIS) land use data. The study area is primarily urban in character with over
80 percent as developed land. Approximately 38 percent of the developed area consists
of business-related uses. Undeveloped areas are dispersed fairly evenly along the
corridor. Table 7 summarizes the land use by area. The proposed project is consistent
with local planning efforts and would not be anticipated to change land usage as it
currently exists.

Table 7 — Existing Land Use Along 635 East Section

Land Use Category Percentage Area in Hectares (Acres)
[|Single family 29.7 1445 (3,572)
Industrial 18.9 921 (2,277)
Vacant 12.8 622 (1,538)
Multi-family 12.7 622 (1,538)
Roadway 7.5 366 (905)
Retail 6.1 297 (735)
Parks 5.8 282 (696)
Institutional 2.4 115 (283)
Office 1.8 89 (219)
Utilities 1.1 52 (129)
Flood Control 0.5 22 (55)
Transportation 0.4 21 (52)
Hotel/Motel 0.2 9 (22)
Under Construction 0.1 4(9)
Total Developed Area 100.0 4867 (12,030)
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I1I.

C. Traffic Volumes

The existing year (1997) and design year (2020) ADT volumes are shown in Table 3
(pages 8-10) and Appendix A (Figures 33 through 41). The existing ADT volumes range
from a high of 100,200 between US 75 and TI Boulevard going eastbound and a low of
57,300 between Kingsley Road and Plano Road going westbound.

Alternatives
A. No Action

The No-Build Alternative was considered as an option in assessing improvements to
IH 635 between US 75 and IH 30. No Action is the No-Build Alternative. This
alternative includes the existing transportation system plus any additional future
transportation projects that have been funded for the IH 635 corridor. This option was
not considered a viable alternative, since the projected growth in traffic demand would far
exceed the capacity of IH 635 without any improvements. Under the No-Build
Alternative, additional traffic in the corridor would be absorbed on IH 635 or would
utilize the arterial streets in the corridor. Traffic that could be absorbed on IH 635 would
increase the length of the peak periods, leading to longer periods of congestion and
thereby degrading air quality. Motorists who chose to use the arterial streets would
increase congestion on these facilities, which would likewise lead to a degradation in air

quality.

The No-Build Alternative would not improve regional mobility. Future increases in
traffic would further decrease the LOS and increase the delays imposed on motorists.
Circuitous traffic patterns and reduced overall efficiency would worsen in this area.
Without the proposed improvements congestion delay, traffic incidents, and safety
problems would increase; air quality would decrease; and overall mobility would be
impaired.

B. Build Alternatives

Major Investment Study

In order to address the increasing traffic congestion, the Texas Department of
Transportation (TxDOT) performed an MIS which is documented in the December 1996
report MIS for the IH 635 (LBJ Freeway) Corridor. The MIS was conducted to evaluate
various alternatives to alleviate current traffic congestion and allow for continued growth
along the TH 635 corridor from west of IH 35E to US 80. The MIS participants included
TxDOT, city elected officials and staff, Dallas County, DART, North Texas Tollway
Authority (NTTA) (formerly known as Texas Turnpike Authority [TTA]), NCTCOG,
homeowners, business interests, property owners, local commuters, and other interested
individuals. These participants worked together to develop alternatives for the corridor
improvements and a set of criteria by which these alternatives could be evaluated. The
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public involvement activities for the MIS are documented in detail in the MIS Report. In
general, they included monthly meetings of an LBJ Executive Board, Technical Advisory
Committee, and Study Concept Development Committee, multiple focus groups, and
numerous meetings with the general public, cities, county and chambers of commerce,
among others. In total, there were more than 180 public involvement meetings held
between early 1993 and late 1996.

The MIS for the IH 635 (LBJ Freeway) Corridor report is available for public viewing at
the Dallas District Office of TxDOT, located at 4777 East Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas,
75150.

The study participants began by identifying problems and potential solutions for the
IH 635 corridor. This work effort led to the creation of an Alternative Definition list that
included elements such as improvements to parallel arterials, continuous frontage roads,
additional general purpose lanes, express lanes, HOV lanes, rail transit, Traffic Demand
Management (TDM) measures and Congestion Management System (CMS) measures.
The goal of this part of the process was to identify all of the elements that could possibly
form a final solution for the corridor.

Using this Alternative Definition list, the study participants then developed concepts for
analysis. These concepts included the Baseline and CMS concepts, roadway “Build”
concepts and rail concepts. The roadway “Build” concepts, included various
combinations of mainlanes, HOV lanes, express lanes, and frontage roads. In addition,
the concepts generally defined whether some of the facilities would be located at-grade,
depressed, or in tunnel sections.

The first step in evaluating these concepts was to use quantitative measures (travel
demand, travel performance, air quality impacts, and congestion costs) and qualitative
measures (ROW impacts, visual impacts, accessibility, noise impacts, operational
flexibility, and multimodal flexibility) to preliminarily analyze the alternatives and their
impact to the corridor. This initial screening process permitted some general conclusions
to be drawn:

®  There will continue to be substantial growth in traffic demand within the IH 635
corridor whether or not IH 635 is reconstructed;

= If IH 635 is not improved, most of the traffic growth will occur on arterial
thoroughfares in the corridor; and,

* Any additional traffic that can be absorbed on IH 635 will increase the length of peak
periods leading to a continued increase in the hours of congestion each day.

In addition to these general conclusions, the initial screening also led to the conclusion
that two or more HOV lanes would be required in the East Section and that four or more
HOV lanes and/or express lanes would likely be excessive. However, it was also
concluded that the section between US 75 and Skillman Street would be a transition area
between the section west of US 75 and the East Section.
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The next step in the MIS was to conduct a more detailed analysis of remaining
alternatives. Due to the sensitive nature of the project, it was necessary to develop more
than just a simple set of criteria, which led to the creation of a decision-making
framework. This decision-making framework included a detailed listing of criteria, goals,
and objectives; candidate design elements; potential trade-offs; and methods of
measurement, evaluation, and selection. The East Section alternatives were then
developed using Concept Schematics and a process of “blending” that led to the creation
of final alternatives. The stage-two analysis, which involved all of the aforementioned
groups, resulted in the selection of a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the East
Section. This LPA is now the Recommended Preferred Alternative for the East Section.

The LPA for the East Section required the combination of various alternatives in order to
meet the varying demands and constraints in this section. In fact, three different
alternative configurations were included in the final East LPA. The East LPA from
US 75 to south of TH 30 consists of 10 mainlanes, but the number of HOV lanes varies.
The US 75 to Skillman Street section consists of four HOV lanes, two in each direction.
This HOV lane configuration is needed to transition from the West LPA through the
US 75/TH 635 interchange to the main portion of the East LPA. The main portion of the
East LPA, between Skillman Street and IH 30, includes two reversible HOV lanes. The
HOV lanes terminate just north of IH 30.

In addition to the limited access roadway improvements, the East LPA also includes
ramp, frontage road, and cross-street improvements. All of these improvements require
complete reconstruction of the existing facility from ROW to ROW.

The East LPA was developed as a collaborative effort by the project study team, the
public, and involved agencies. The LBJ Executive Board adopted the recommended LPA
on September 5, 1996. The Regional Transportation Council then approved the East LPA
in December 1996 and included it in Mobility 2025 Plan Update, the regional
transportation plan.

One of the key components of the conclusions of the MIS was to identify discrete
sections that could be advanced independently. This analysis resulted in identifying three
distinct sections: West Section, East Section, and Mesquite Section. The proposed
improvements for each section were identified to have independent utility and benefit.
The East Section is the section of freeway covered by this Environmental Assessment.

Schematic Design Phase

The purpose of the MIS was to identify mode choice and general alignments. The LPA
then had to be further developed through the schematic design phase. This process has
been ongoing concurrently with the evaluations documented in this Environmental
Assessment.
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IV.

During the schematic design phase, the following elements were developed, evaluated
and refined:

» Horizontal and vertical alignments of mainlanes, ramps, Managed HOV lanes,
frontage roads, and cross streets;

» Interchange design at IH 30/IH 635;

» Typical sections of cross streets, ramps, and frontage roads in terms of number of
lanes at all locations;

» Managed HOV access facilities;

» Coordinated light rail crossing with DART;

»  Three-level flyover intersection at Skillman Street;

»  Modified McCree Road crossing west of Garland Road;

* Modified schematic drainage plan near La Prada Drive;

»  Modified ramps and local connections in the IH 30/IH 635 interchange;

» Traffic and revenue estimates associated with the Managed HOV lanes; and

»  Urban Design concepts for use in the corridor.

Extensive public involvement, in the form of quarterly Planning Advisory Committee
meetings and multiple smaller group meetings, continued throughout this phase to ensure
continuing consensus with the developing final alternative. During the schematic design
and Environmental Assessment preparation phase from 1997 to mid-2001, more than 120
public involvement meetings were held. The specifics of these meetings were logged and
are available for viewing at Dallas District Office of TxDOT, located at 4777 East
Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas, 75150. In addition to the meetings, several newsletters
were also produced and they are also available from the Dallas District Office.

As an additional oversight analysis, a Value Engineering Study was conducted in
February 1999. This study included planning, design, and construction expertise from
TxDOT, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), NTTA, and the consultant
community. TxDOT documented the recommendations from this study, and the resulting
modifications to the proposed improvements.

The final schematic design has been completed and described previously in this
document.

POTENTIAL SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF
THE PROPOSED ACTION

A. Regional and Community Growth

The proposed project is located in Dallas County, within the Cities of Dallas, Garland,
and Mesquite. The estimated 2000 population of the City of Dallas is 1,083,500 persons;
Garland is 205,300 persons; and Mesquite is 121,900 (NCTCOG 2001). The estimated
2000 population of the area within a 0.8 km (0.5 mi) radius of the East Section is 62,790
persons (Claritas 2001). This area adjacent to the East Section is highly developed and
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will be better served by the improved facility through increased mobility. Population
growth for the region is shown in Table &.

Table 8 — Population Estimates

e 23 ‘ Year 3 Wedr N Percent growth .
Area Gx 1990 2000 (est.) - (1990-2000)
| Dallas County 1,852,810 2,218919 19.8
City of Dallas 1,007,618 1,083,500 7.5
City of Garland 180,635 205,300 13.6
City of Mesquite 101,484 121,900 20.1
Project Area 56,189 62,790 11.8

Source: NCTCOG, April 2001.

The 2000 estimated median household annual income for the project area was $45,564
and approximately 6.5 percent of the population lived below the national poverty level
($17,500 per year for a family of four). In March 2001, the labor force in the project area
was 49,752 people, of which 42,642 were employed (NDS 2001). This area of Dallas
County is highly developed. The proposed improvements would not adversely impact
future development in areas within, or adjacent to, the project corridor. The proposed
project will not impact the overall population or demographic profile of the area.

B. Socio-Economic Impacts

Everything possible will be done to minimize inconvenience to the associated
communities and customers using the facility during the construction phase, as well as
residents who live and work in the area. Currently, 14 establishments would require
relocation.  The Solarium Apartments, Commons Apartments, Hunting Ridge
Apartments and several storage units at the Assured Self Storage and Public Storage
businesses would require partial relocations; the remaining establishments would be
complete relocations. Table 9 and Appendix A (Figures 49 through 55) identify and show
the location of each of these establishments.

The Commons Apartments, Solarium Apartments, and Hunting Ridge Apartments are
multi-unit properties that would be partially impacted, with the removal of two buildings
at the Commons Apartments, four buildings at the Solarium Apartments, and four
buildings at the Hunting Ridge Apartments. The partial relocations for the self storage
businesses include one building at the Public Storage on Skillman Street; two buildings at
the Public Storage located at 3702 Kingsley Road; and, three buildings at Assured Self
Storage located at 3950 Gus Thomasson Road. The remaining eight properties each have
one building that would be removed.
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Table 9 — Impacted Properties

[N T Name o e e SR b Ad drese e |l
1 | Dallas Piano Warehouse and 9292 LBJ Freeway
Showroom
2 The Commons Apartments 9941 Whitehurst Road
3 | Taco Bueno Whitehurst Drive and Skillman Street
4 Public Storage (Partial) 11020 Audelia Road
5 | Clicks Billiards/Western 11111 Kingsley Road
| Union/Peach Tree Food Mart
6 | Assured Self Storage (Partial) 3950 Gus Thomasson Road 1'
7 | Pearle Vision/Mattress Town East Boulevard at LBJ Freeway
Giant/Furniture, Etc.
8 | Trophy Nissan Truck Center Galloway Avenue at LBJ Freeway
(Out-Building) :
9 | Checks Cashed/A-Affordable 2102 West Northwest Highway
Insurance/Planet Texas Candle
Factory
[| 10 [ Public Storage (Partial) 3702 Kingsley Road
11 | ”Abandoned” Gas Station Skillman Street near LBJ Freeway
12 | “Abandoned” Restaurant Skillman Street near LBJ Freeway
13 | Hunting Ridge Apartments 9821 Summerwood Circle
(Partial)
14 | Solarium Apartments (Partial) 9275 LBJ Freeway
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The Commons Apartments is a mixed racial and ethnic community consisting of 32
buildings with 4 to 10 units per building. The Solarium Apartments is a mixed racial and
ethnic community consisting of 10 buildings with 16 units per building. The Hunting
Ridge Apartments is a mixed racial and ethnic community consisting of 29 buildings with
8 to 24 units per building. The Commons Apartments, Solarium Apartments, and
Hunting Ridge Apartments are not considered low-income housing.

Residents of the affected apartment units can relocate to other vacant apartments within
the same complex or relocate to one of the many other apartment complexes in the area
with comparable cost, amenities, and socio-economic composition. There will be no
impact to overall population or demographic profile of the area.

TxDOT offers relocation assistance to all individuals, families, businesses, farmers,
ranchers, and nonprofit organizations displaced as a result of a State highway or other
transportation project. In order to assist those who are required to move, TxDOT
provides, through its relocation assistance program, payments and services to aid in
movement to a new location. This assistance applies to tenants as well as owners
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occupying the real property needed for the projects. Each displaced person will be given
sufficient time to plan for an orderly, timely, and efficient move. This applies not only to
residential occupants, but to all parties where an occupant has to move to a new location
or move his property to a new location. A relocation counselor will contact the affected

property owners and tenants.

No displaced residents shall be required to move permanently from his or her residence
until at least one comparable replacement dwelling is made available to the person. A
replacement means a dwelling which is decent, safe, and sanitary; functionally equivalent
to the displacement dwelling, with particular attention to the number of rooms and living
space; is adequate in size to accommodate the occupants; is in an area that is not subject
to unreasonable adverse environmental conditions; is not generally less desirable than the
location of the displaced person’s dwelling with respect to public utilities and commercial
and public facilities; is reasonably accessible to the development, with normal site
improvements, including customary landscaping currently available to the displaced
person on the private market unless the person is receiving government housing
assistance to occupy the displacement ‘dwelling; and is within the financial means of the
displaced person. The replacement housing will meet all minimum requirements
established by the State of Texas and will conform to applicable housing and occupancy
codes. The specific relocation sites of the displacees will not be known until TxDOT
initiates the ROW acquisition process, which cannot occur until FHWA approval of the

project’s environmental assessment.

The impacted properties are included in approximately 14.48 ha (35.77 ac) of additional
ROW. For the year 2000, the taxable value of the property, which would be removed
from the Dallas County tax base, is approximately $83,500,000. The breakdown of this
area according to land use and the associated cost is shown in Table I0.

With the exception of the 14 establishments previously discussed, no other commercial
businesses would be adversely affected by this project. During construction, there will be
a short-term economic gain to the area due to new job opportunities and a temporary
boost to the local economy. Drivers will benefit economically from various design
improvements, which will reduce vehicle operating costs and improve safety. There will
be no division of farm operations as a result of the proposed improvements.

It is not anticipated that this project would significantly change land use as it now exists
or as planned for future development. This project is consistent with local planning and

zoning efforts.
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Table 10 - Approximate Cost of Additional ROW along
IH 635 between US 75 and IH 30

Typée SisiipiulArdasiiie s o og Cost s .
City of Dallas 0.03 ha (0.07 ac) $ 16,000
Comm./Retail 5.84 ha (14.43 ac) $45,580,300
DART 2.67 ha (6.52 ac) $ 1,520,000
Railroad 0.32 ha (0.79 ac) $ Joint Use
TXU 2.85 ha (7.05 ac) $ 487,000
Residential 1.62 ha (4.00 ac) $24,149,000
(Multi-family)

Office 0.52 ha (1.28 ac) $ 9,600,000
Vacant 0.66 ha (1.63 ac) $ 2,182,000
Total 14._/-18 ha (35.77 ac) $ 83,534,300

Dallas Area Rapid Transit has existing bus setvice along the corridor, which they will
continue to maintain in the future. There are presently bus lines on nearly all major
arterials along the LBJ corridor, and all cities adjacent to LBJ, except the City of
Mesquite, are longtime members of DART and do not appear to be reconsidering their
membership. The DART Light Rail line has a station located at Skillman Street and
IH 635. Currently, this station accesses the “Blue Line” which services downtown Dallas
and areas south of downtown Dallas. The Blue Line also intersects with the Red Line
north of downtown Dallas. Plans are currently in place to extend the Blue Line east to
Garland. Additionally, a DART Bus Park and Ride facility is located off of Shiloh Road

and IH 635.

Sidewalks are proposed on all cross streets. There would no community impacts caused
by the proposed improvements. The proposed improvements would not impact the
pedestrian and bicycle provisions contained in the Mobility 2025 Plan Update. The
proposed facility would not pose undue barrier to anticipated bicycle and pedestrian
demands in the area and will appropriate continuity for existing bicycle and pedestrian
facilities in the area. Sidewalks and wide curb lanes would also be considered with the

frontage roads.
C. Public Facilities and Services

Public facilities within and adjacent to the project area include recreational facilities,
schools, health care facilities, and cultural facilities, among others. Restland Memorial
Park Cemetery is located adjacent to the project area on the northeast side of IH 635 east
of US 75 as shown in Appendix A (Figure 56). The cemetery will not be affected.
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The proposed improvements will provide an increase in accessibility to the various
religious, educational, medical, and recreational facilities in the area for this portion of
Dallas County. Emergency public services will have a safer, more efficient facility to use
in the performance of their various duties. The adjustment and relocation of any utilities
will be handled so that no significant interruptions will take place while these adjustments
are being made.

D. Community Cohesion

The neighborhood communities along and adjacent to the project area were developed
between 1939 and 1990. The residential community is comprised of approximately
45 percent single-family residences and approximately 55 percent multi-family
residences. The proposed project will not adversely affect, separate, or isolate any
distinct neighborhoods, ethnic groups, or other specific groups. No displacements or
relocations of neighborhood communities will be caused by this project.

E. Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898 entitled “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 a community experiencing
common conditions of exposure or impact that consists of persons classified by the U.S.
Census Bureau as Negro/Black/African-American; Hispanic or Latino; Asian or Pacific
Islander; American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut; or other non-white persons. A low-income
population is defined as one with an annual income for a family of four equal to or below
the national poverty level of $17,500.

An Environmental Justice evaluation consists of identifying minority and low income
populations; analyzing environmental effects on minority and low-income communities
(to include social, economic, and human health effects); and proposing measures to
avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse environmental and
public health effects and related social and economic effects, for communities,
neighborhoods, and individuals affected by Federal programs, policies, and activities
(Department of Transportation Order to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations, No. 5610.2, April 1997). Where possible,
alternatives that would result in avoiding or minimizing disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental impacts were considered throughout the project
planning process.

In general, disproportionate environmental impact occurs when the risk or rate for a
minority population or low-income population from exposure to an environmental hazard
exceeds the risk or rate of the general population and, where available, to another
appropriate comparison group (EPA 1997, DOT 1997). The appropriate comparison

Texas Department of Transportation 25 IH 635 (LBJ Freeway) Corridor Study — East Section



group may vary depending upon the resource; however, in evaluating impacts for most
resources, the comparison group is the county within which the project area is located.
The exceptions to this are for potential disproportionate adverse impacts related to noise
levels, air quality, land use, transportation/traffic, and residential/business relocations

where the project area is the comparison group.

Table 11 shows the racial distribution for the project area within 0.8 km (0.5 mi) and
Dallas County. Hispanic origin is considered an ethnicity, as defined by the U.S. Census

Bureau.
Table 11 — Estimated Racial Distribution (Year 2000)
Total - Asian/Pacific _ Some  Twoor . PersonsLiving Below
Population' White  Black - © Islander *. ©  Other - More Races -, ‘Poverty Level - .
: : ARE Race 4" o : i ..‘ :" : n L
Project
Area 62,790 65.41% 20.83% 5.94% 7.82% x 6.5%
Dallas
|| County 2,218,919 58.4% 20.3% 4.1% _14.6% 2.7% = 13.5%

Source: Claritas, 2001; U.S. Census Bureau, 2001.
*Project Area is within 0.5 mile and the data does not include detailed breakdown of race

The information presented in Table 11 indicates the project area is very similar to Dallas
County in racial composition. It also indicates that Dallas County is more diverse as
shown in the “Some Other Race” category, which is almost double the percentage of the
project area. According to the U.S. Census, persons of Hispanic origin are those who
indicated that their origin was Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South
American, or some other Hispanic origin. It should be noted that persons of Hispanic
origin may be of any race. Approximately 14.5 percent of the project area and 29.9
percent of Dallas County identify themselves as Hispanic. Table 12 provides a racial
breakdown of people identifying themselves as Hispanic in the project area and 'in Dallas
County. The number of Hispanics is consistent between the project area and Dallas
County for white and other races. There are three times more Hispanic blacks and 6.5
times more Hispanic Asian/Pacific Islanders in the project area compared to Dallas
County; however, this only accounts for 0.5 percent of the total population of the project

area.
Table 12 — Hispanics by Race
A | Population | White | ‘Black | " Islander = | Other -
Project Area 9,123 45.7% 2.4% 1.3% 50.6%
Dallas County 662,729 47.0% 0.7% 0.2% 52.1%

As described in Section B, The Commons Apartments, Solarium Apartments, and
Hunting Ridge Apartments would require partial relocations. The Commons Apartments
is a mixed racial and ethnic community with two buildings (4 to 10 units per building)
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being impacted. The Solarium Apartments is a mixed racial and ethnic community with
four buildings (16 units per building) being impacted. The Hunting Ridge Apartments is
a mixed racial and ethnic community with four buildings (16 units per building) being

impacted.

A disproportionate adverse environmental impact to minority populations and low-
income populations would not occur as a result of the proposed project. The minority and
low-income as well as the entire community would have long term benefits (e.g., reduced

congestion) from the proposed improvements.

F. Impact on 4(f) Properties

There are eight parks adjacent to or within the project corridor, including Arbor Park,
Wallace Park, B.B. Owen Park, McCree Annex East Park, Samuel Garland Park,
Armstrong Park, Grissom Park, and White Park. The proposed project will not require
the use of, nor substantially impair the purposes of, any publicly owned land from these
public parks; other recreational areas; wildlife and waterfow] refuge lands; or historic
sites of national, state, or local significance. Therefore, a Section 4(f) statement will not
be required. Access to and park use will not change, and there will be no noticeable
visual impacts. Appendix A (Figure 56) shows the location of the parks in relation to the

project area.

G. Lakes, Rivers, and Streams

Within the project area, which is located within the Trinity River basin, IH 635 crosses
eight waterways including Jackson Branch (third order), Audelia Branch (third order),
Dixon Branch (third order), two unnamed tributaries to Dixon Branch, Long Branch
(fourth order), and a tributary to Long Branch, as shown in Appendix A (Figures 57
through 59). These waterways, with the exception of Long Branch, drain into White
Rock Creek, which drains into White Rock Lake. White Rock Lake, Stream
Segment 0827, has been classified by the Texas Natural Resource Conservation
Commission (TNRCC) in The State of Texas Water Quality Inventory '96 as effluent
limited, with designated water uses of contact recreation and high aquatic life. Long
Branch drains into Duck Creek, which drains into the East Fork of the Trinity River. The
East Fork of the Trinity River, Stream Segment 0819, has been classified by the TNRCC
as water quality limited, with designated water uses of contact recreation and intermediate

aquatic life.

Within the project area, IH 635 crosses seven areas that have been established as 100-year
floodplain areas by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), as shown in
Appendix A (Figure 60). The floodplain areas are located where IH 635 crosses the

following waterways:

= Floyd Branch between US 75 and Greenville Avenue (FEMA Map Number 480171
0065C - March 16, 1983);
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» Dixon Branch between Plano Road and Jupiter Road (FEMA Map Number 480171
0065C - March 16, 1983); and

» Long Branch between Garland Road and Centerville Road, and between Centerville
Road and Oates Drive (FEMA Map Numbers 485471 0025E - August 15, 1990;
480171 0105C - March 16, 1983; 485490 0005F - May 30, 1990; and 485471 0030E -
July 19, 1993).

Dallas County and the Cities of Dallas, Garland, and Mesquite are participants in the
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The proposed project will not increase the
base flood elevation to a level that would violate applicable floodplain regulations. In
cooperation with the FEMA, TxDOT will conform to the standard for temporary and
permanent fill set by Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM).

Floyd Branch, Jackson Branch, and Audelia Branch are not navigable waterways. A
navigational clearance under Sections 9 and 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 is
not applicable. Coordination with the U.S. Coast Guard and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) will not be required under Sections 9 and 10. Dixon Branch, Long
Branch, and their tributaries are not navigable waterways. A more detailed description of
these crossings is included in Section H (Jurisdictional Waters).

The hydraulic design for this project will be in accordance with current TxDOT and
FHWA design policies and procedures. The highway facility will permit the conveyance
of design year flood, inundation of the roadway being acceptable, without causing
significant damage to the highway, stream or other property.

H. Jurisdictional Waters

The East Section of IH 635 crosses eight tributaries that are depicted on the
U.S. Geological Survey Map in Appendix A (Figures 57 through 59). A preliminary site
investigation indicates that these tributaries would be considered as waters of the U.S.
subject to the USACE jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (Section
404). The investigation indicates there are no wetlands within the project area. However,
it has been determined that 100-year, FEMA-designated floodplains exist within the
project area. Appendix C contains detailed information regarding the preliminary
determination of Section 404 jurisdiction.

The USACE regulates the discharge of dredged and fill material into waters of the U.S,,
including wetlands, under Section 404. The preliminary determination of Section 404
jurisdiction indicates that the identified tributaries are considered waters of the U.S.
subject to Section 404. Each separate, proposed culvert extension could be authorized by
Nationwide Permit (NWP) 14. NWP 14 (Linear Transportation Crossing) authorizes
public linear transportation crossings in non-tidal waters, excluding non-tidal wetlands
adjacent to tidal waters, provided the discharge does not cause the loss of greater than
0.2 ha (0.5 acre) of waters of the U.S. Notification is required when there is a loss of
greater than 0.04 ha (0.10 acre), if there are impacts to special aquatic sites, including
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wetlands, or if the work would result in the placement of fill material within the 100-year
floodplain. Those waters requiring notification include the tributary to Long Branch,
Long Branch, Dixon Branch, Audelia Branch, and Jackson Branch.

Jackson Branch crosses IH 635 east of Forest Lane at Station 34+725. This waterway
flows within a wide, unmaintained, riparian corridor upstream and downstream of the
existing ROW. The tributary is contained in a concrete-lined channel within the ROW.
The dominant vegetation in this area is comprised of hawthorn, poison ivy, yaupon holly,
johnsongrass, soapberry, Canada goldenrod, and catalpa. The ordinary high water mark
width of Jackson Branch within the project area averages 12 m (40 ft). Impacts to the
waterway at this location include the loss of approximately 0.029 ha (0.072 ac) of waters
of the U.S.

Audelia Branch crosses IH 635 west of Skillman Street/Audelia Road at Station 35+240.
This waterway flows within a wide, unmaintained, riparian corridor upstream and
downstream of the existing ROW. The waterway is contained in a concrete-lined channel
within the ROW. The dominant vegetation in this area is comprised of hackberry,
mesquite, cedar elm, cottonwood, green ash, flameleaf sumac, perennial ryegrass, and
johnsongrass. The ordinary high water mark width of Audelia Branch within the project
area averages 15 m (50 ft). Impacts to the waterway at this location include the loss of
approximately 0.027 ha (0.068 ac) of waters of the U.S.

Dixon Branch crosses IH 635 just east of Plano Road at Station 38+300. The waterway is
contained in a concrete-lined channel upstream of the IH 635 crossing. This waterway
flows within a previously modified, earthen channel downstream of the existing ROW.
The dominant vegetation in this area is comprised of black willow, mulberry, mesquite,
Chinese tallow, and hackberry. The ordinary high water mark width of Dixon Branch
within the project area averages 12 m (40 ft). Impacts to the waterway at this location
include the loss of approximately 0.027 ha (0.066 ac) of waters of the U.S.

A tributary to Dixon Branch crosses IH 635 at Kingsley Road at Station 39+440. This
waterway flows within a narrow, maintained, riparian corridor upstream and downstream
of the existing ROW. The dominant vegetation in this area is comprised of caric sedge,
western ragweed, wild onion, spikerush, and Texas spear grass. The ordinary high water
mark width of the tributary to Dixon Branch within the project area averages 1.5 m (5 ft).
Impacts to the tributary at this location include the loss of approximately 0.003 ha
(0.008 ac) of waters of the U.S.

A tributary to Dixon Branch (East) crosses IH 635 just west of Jupiter Road at Station
39+800. This tributary has been modified such that it flows subsurface upstream and
downstream of the existing ROW. The dominant vegetation in this area is comprised of
perennial ryegrass, wild oat, Canada goldenrod, johnsongrass, western ragweed, and
black willow. The ordinary high water mark width of the tributary to Dixon Branch
(East) within the project area averages 1.5 m (5 ft). Impacts to the tributary at this
location include the loss of approximately 0.006 ha (0.014 ac) of waters of the U.S.
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Long Branch (West) crosses IH 635 south of Northwest Highway at Station 42+860. The
waterway is contained in a concrete-lined channel upstream of the IH 635 crossing. This
waterway flows within a previously modified, earthen channel downstream of the existing
ROW. The dominant vegetation in this area is comprised of perennial ryegrass, wild oat,
curly dock, buttercup, Canada goldenrod, and johnsongrass. The ordinary high water
mark width of Long Branch (West) within the project area averages 2.4 m (8 ft). Impacts
to the waterway at this location include the loss of approximately 0.037 ha (0.090 ac) of
waters of the U.S.

A tributary to Long Branch crosses IH 635 north of Centerville Road at Station 43+370.
This tributary has been modified such that it flows subsurface upstream of the existing
ROW. This tributary flows within a narrow, unmaintained, riparian corridor downstream
of the existing ROW. The dominant vegetation in this area is comprised of perennial
ryegrass, wild oat, peppervine, and black willow. The ordinary high water mark width of
the tributary to Long Branch within the project area averages 0.9 m (3 ft). Impacts to the
tributary at this location include the loss of approximately 0.005 ha (0.012 ac) of waters
of the U.S.

Long Branch (East) crosses IH 635 just east.of La Prada Drive at Station 46+050. The
waterway is contained in a concrete-lined channel upstream of the crossing and within the
ROW. This waterway flows within a wide, unmaintained, riparian corridor downstream
of the existing ROW. The dominant vegetation in this area is comprised of little walnut,
Chinese tallow, black willow, Canada goldenrod, mulberry, mimosa, and switchgrass.
The ordinary high water mark width of Long Branch (East) within the project area
averages 9.1 m (30 ft). There are no impacts to waters of the U.S. proposed for Long
Branch (East).

Table 13 provides a summarized version of the various stream crossings and estimated
impacts.
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Table 13 — Existing Stream Crossings and Proposed Area of Impact

Location Total Area of

LBJ Station # | Size Extension Streambed Impact Additional ROW

Jackson Branch | Four2.7x2.7m | 14 m (45.9 f) East 0.029 ha/0.072 ac 0.0

(34+725) (9 x 9 ft) RCB 10 m (32.8 ft) West

Audelia Branch | Five3.0x2.4m | 10 m (32.8 ft) East 0.027 ha/0.068 ac 0.0032 ha/0.008 ac

(35+240) (10x 8 ) RCB | 8 m (26.2 ft) West : (West)

Dixon Branch | Three2.4x2.4 10 m (32.8 ft) East 0.027 ha/0.066 ac 0.0040 ha/0.01 ac

(38+300) m (8 x 8 i) RCB | 12 m (39.4 ft) West (East)

Tributary of Four2.7x0.91 10 m (32.8 ft) East 0.003 ha/0.008 ac 0.0

Dixon Branch | m(8.75x 3.0 ff) | 12 m (39.4 ft) West

(39+440) RCB

Tributary of Four2.7x 091 | 22m (72.2 ft) East 0.006 ha/0.014 ac 0.0

Dixon Branch | m(8.75x3.0ft) | 16 m (52.5 ft) West

(39+800) RCB

Long Branch Six2.1x1.2m 106 m (347.8 ft) North | 0.037 ha/0.090 ac 0.40 ha/0.10 ac (East)

(42+860) (7x 4 ft) RCB 44 m (144.4 ft) South 0.073 ha/0.18 ac
(West)

Tributary of Four 1.5 x 0.61 14 m (45.9 ft) North 0.005 ha/0.012 ac 0.0

Long Branch m (5x2 ft) RCB | 38 m (124.7 ft) South

(43+370)

Long Branch Six3.0x2.1m | No changes None 0.0

(46+050) (10 x 7 ft) MBC
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Floyd Branch, Jackson Branch, Audelia Branch, Dixon Branch, and Long Branch and
their tributaries are not navigable waterways. A navigational clearance under Sections 9
and 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 is not applicable. Coordination with the
U.S. Coast Guard will not be required.

I. Water Quality

The proposed project is located within the Trinity River basin. The basin begins with an
approximate 209 km (130 mi) wide headwaters area north and west of Fort Worth and
continues southeast to Trinity Bay in Chambers County, near Houston. Elevations range
from sea level at the mouth of the Trinity River Basin to over 457 m (1,500 ft) in the
upper reaches of the basin. The watershed of the Trinity River basin drains an area of
approximately 46,540 square km (17,969 square mi).

The upper Trinity River begins in four branches, which include the Clear Fork, West
Fork, Elm Fork, and East Fork. The headwaters of the West and Elm Forks converge in
Dallas County to form the main stem of the Trinity River, which then continues in a
southeastward direction. The Trinity is considered an urban river. The amount of water
that it receives is controlled by the watershed runoff from impervious areas during
storms, by releases of water from the series of man-made reservoirs which surround it,
and by the discharge effluent from sewage treatment plants.

White Rock Lake, Stream Segment 0827, has been classified by the TNRCC in The State
of Texas Water Quality Inventory ‘96 as effluent limited, with designated water uses of
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contact recreation and high aquatic life. There is one permitted domestic outfall and no
permitted industrial or agricultural outfalls to this stream segment. Urban runoff is the
main contributor of contaminants in this stream segment.

Long Branch drains into Duck Creek, which drains into the East Fork of the Trinity
River. This portion, Stream Segment 0819, has been classified by the TNRCC as water
quality limited, with designated water uses of contact recreation and intermediate aquatic
life. There are nine permitted domestic outfalls and no permitted industrial or agricultural

. outfalls to this stream segment. Stréam flow in this stream segment is dominated by
domestic wastewater effluent and water quality has historically been poor; however, the
construction of new wastewater treatment facilities, and the implementation of advanced
treatment and effluent dechlorination by major dischargers have resulted in improved
water quality.

Because this project will disturb more than 2.0 ha (5.0 ac), TxDOT will be required to
comply with the U.S. EPA’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General
Permit for Construction Activity. This will be accomplished by filing a Notice of Intent
to comply with the U.S. EPA stating that TxDOT will have a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan in place during construction of the proposed improvements.

The project engineer will ensure appropriate steps are taken to control water pollution
during construction. The amount of disturbed earth will be limited so that potential for
excessive erosion is minimized and sedimentation outside of the ROW is avoided.
Existing vegetation will be preserved wherever possible. Temporary erosion and
sedimentation control measures such as silt fences, rock berms, sedimentation basins,
and/or soil retention blankets will be implemented as needed prior to the initiation of
construction. Permanent soil erosion control features will be constructed as soon as
feasible during the early stages of the contract through proper sodding and/or seeding
techniques. Disturbed areas will be restored and stabilized as soon as the construction
schedule permits, and temporary sodding will be considered where large areas of
disturbed ground will be left bare for a considerable length of time. Based on the low to
moderate sloping topography of the area and the space available along the project,
grassed swales will be used as post-construction total suspended solids measures.

The contractor will take appropriate measures to prevent, minimize, and control spillage
of hazardous materials in the construction staging area. All materials being removed or
disposed of by the contractor will be done in accordance to applicable state and federal
laws and as not to degrade ambient water quality. All of these measures will be enforced
under appropriate specifications in the planning, specification, and estimate stage of
project development.

These erosion control measures will be coordinated with the permanent soil erosion
control features that are to be a part of the completed project to assure economical,
effective, and continuous erosion control throughout the construction and
post-construction periods. Moreover, efforts will be made to prevent long-term water
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pollution by reducing fertilizer and pesticide use during the installation and maintenance
of landscaping.

The project does not cross a source of public water or a tributary to a public water supply;
therefore, no impact is anticipated to potable water sources. During construction, soil
erosion control and a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan will be used to control
runoff to area water bodies, as discussed above. There is no single point-source industrial
discharge in the project area. No excessive impact to the area water quality is expected to
occur as a result of the facility construction or operation.

J. Threatened/Endangered Species and Wildlife Habitat

The project area is located on the White Rock, Addison, and Mesquite, Texas
U.S. Geological Survey quadrangle maps. A review of information from the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and Texas Parks and Wildlife Department’s Biological and
Conservation Data System was performed to determine the presence of threatened or
endangered species, and designated critical habitat, within and immediately adjacent to
the project area. No threatened or endangered plant species have been identified within
this portion of Dallas County. Dallas County is within the migratory flyway of various
state and Federally listed species. This includes the Whooping Crane (Grus americana),
Interior Least Tern (Sterna antillarum athalassos), American Peregrine Falcon, (Falco
peregrinus anatum), Arctic Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus tundrius), American Bald
Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), Black-Capped Vireo (Vireo atricapillus), and White-
Faced Ibis (Plegadis chihi). No sightings of these species have been recorded for the
vicinity of the project area. The developed nature of the project area precludes the
existence of the required habitat elements for the listed species. Furthermore, a field
review confirmed that the specific habitat requirements for these species do not exist
within or adjacent to the project area. The listed migratory bird species may occasionally
pass through this portion of Dallas County, but it is highly unlikely that they would use
the project area due to the absence of preferred habitat. There are no natural or unique
plant communities within the project area.

It will be necessary to remove multiple trees during the construction of this project. These
trees are, in many cases, within the existing ROW and are secondary growth trees that have
taken over the space occupied by the original trees removed during the previous
construction of the original TH 635 facility. Appendix B (Exhibit 6) lists those trees that will
require removal along the TH 635 East route. The initial survey of those trees along the
existing ROW indicates that ten different species combining a total of 1,486 centimeters
(cm) (585 inches [in]) diameter at breast height (dbh) will be removed during construction.
Of this total, there are only seven trees of two different species that can be considered as
large mature trees. Combined, these seven trees make up 434 cm (171 in) dbh or
approximately 29 percent of the total biomass. A large mature tree is one that has attained a
51 cm (20 in) dbh or larger. Of the large mature trees, two post oaks are the only hardmast
producing trees. The remainder of the large mature trees are cottonwoods.
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Within the project ROW, the dominant species are oaks of various varieties and immature
specimens of elms, willows, and cottonwoods. Trees within the ROW, but not in the
construction zone, will not be removed if possible. These areas will be preserved to try to
minimize the impact to wildlife habitat in the area. The affected trees are located in the
upland areas of the project ROW or bottom of the proposed stormwater drainage ditches.
Excavation and earthwork required for drainage will require removal of many of these trees.
Due to the number of trees involved, TxDOT will minimize the impact caused by the loss
of vegetation by preserving as many trees as possible. However, to compensate for the loss,
mitigation will be provided. A list of trees and shrubs that will be used as replacement for
the vegetation lost during construction activities is included in Appendix B (Exhibit 7). The
proper spacing and recommended proportioning of vegetation will provide a diverse habitat
for wildlife. Riparian habitat does not exist at the stream crossing locations within the
project ROW. A field investigation also revealed that there are no significant natural plant
communities or native prairie remnants which will be impacted by the proposed project.

Some species of wildlife have adapted to the urbanized environment within and
surrounding the project area. These species primarily include small mammals,
amphibians, reptiles, and birds. A wide variety of birds including raptors, wading birds,
and songbirds utilize this region as both residents and migrants. The project is in a highly
urbanized region of Dallas, Garland, and Mesquite. Consequently, only those species
tolerant of these conditions will occur in and adjacent to the project area.

K. Historical and Archaeological Sites

A review of the Dallas County soil survey describes the majority of the soils in the project
area as Urban-Land Complex soils. Consequently, these soils are disturbed by definition.
A few locations along the southern portion of the corridor contain soils that are not listed
as Urban-Land Complex soils. However, the proposed ROW width at these locations has
been previously disturbed. Disturbance was caused by development that previously
occurred along the existing ROW in these areas. Further evaluation of these areas
revealed that the existing ROW contains many buried utilities.

As aresult of previous disturbance, it is unlikely that the area of potential effects contains
archaeological sites with sufficient integrity to be eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places, or to merit designation as a State Archaeological Landmark.
A review of the National Register of Historic Places and Historic Preservation in Texas,
and a ground reconnaissance indicate that there are no potential sites of national
significance within the project area. There are no historic structures within or near the
proposed ROW that will be affected by the proposed improvements. The proposed
improvements to IH 635 between US 75 and IH 30 require 11.6 ha (27.9 ac) of additional
ROW. No known archaeological or historical sites are recorded on or near the existing
nor proposed ROW and the project does not pass through any National Register Districts.

Coordination with the State Historic Preservation Office indicates there are no properties
within the project area eligible for designation. The proposed undertaking will have no
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effect on historical properties or State Archaeological Landmarks (4dppendix E). An
archeological impact evaluation was conducted and no sites listed in or eligible for listing
in the National Register of Historic Places were identified in the project area. In the
unlikely event that archeological deposits are encountered during construction, work in
the immediate area will cease and TxDOT archeological staff will be contacted to initiate
accidental discovery procedures under the provisions of the Programmatic Agreement
between TxDOT, Texas Historical Commission (THC), FHWA, and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation; and the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
between TxDOT and the THC.

L. Aesthetic Considerations

The aesthetics within the project area are primarily influenced by the commercial retail
businesses that predominate the area. Aesthetic values for the area have been emphasized
in the design of this project. As directed for all Federally assisted projects (where cost-
effective and to the extent practicable) regionally native plants will be used for
landscaping. Moreover, TxDOT will design and promote construction practices that
minimize adverse effects on existing vegetation. It is a TxDOT policy to construct
pleasing roadways to blend with the aesthetic quality of the area. The proposed
improvements are expected to blend with the character of the community. Coordination
with architects has been on-going in developing an urban design that provides a solution
for the physical, structural and aesthetic needs for the corridor. The final urban design
objectives consider visual organization, timeless design, scale appropriate to speed, static
and dynamic perspective, view to and from the road, and the IH 635 corridor image.
Additionally, design elements consider bridges, retaining walls, noise abatement walls,
barriers, signage, lighting, landscape, and cross street frontage road streetscape.

The aesthetic effect of the project is anticipated to be equal to or better than that of the
existing intersection conditions.

M. Prime, Unique, and Special Farmland Impacts

Prime farmland soils, as defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, are soils that are
best suited to producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops. They have the
quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to economically produce a sustained
high yield of crops when treated and managed using acceptable farming methods. Prime
farmland soils produce the highest yields with minimal inputs of energy and economic
resources, and farming these soils results in the least damage to the environment. The
NRCS establishes Land Capability Classifications to determine the suitability of soils for
field crops. Capability classes range from I to VIII, indicating progressively greater
limitations and narrower choices for practical use (NRCS, 1990). The NRCS considers
those soils with Capability Classes TII and IV to be the best soils for crop production.
Project area identification of prime farmlands is made by the NRCS. Heiden Clay is the
only soil type within the study area identified as prime farmland soil. The additional
ROW required is currently developed, urbanized, or zoned or urban use, therefore, the
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proposed project is exempt from the requirements of the Farmland Protection Policy Act
(FPPA) and requires no coordination with the NRCS.

N. Air Quality Assessment

The proposed project is located within Dallas County which is designated a serious ozone
standard non-attainment area; therefore, the transportation conformity rules do apply.

The proposed action is consistent with the area’s financially constrained metropolitan
transportation plan known as Mobility 2025 Plan Update, and the 2002-2004
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) was found to conform to the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990, by the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) on October 19,
2001. Additionally, the project comes from an operational CMS that meets all requirements
of 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 450 and 500. The proposed action is included in
the 2002-2004 Metropolitan TIP, Appendix D page 6.

The primary pollutants from motor vehicles are volatile organic compounds (VOCs),
carbon monoxide (CO), and nitrogen oxides (NOy). Volatile organic compounds and NOy
can combine under the right conditions in a series of photochemical reactions to form ozone
(O3). Because these reactions take place over a period of several hours, maximum
concentrations of ozone are often found far downwind of the precursor sources. Thus,
ozone is a regional problem and not a localized condition.

The modeling procedures for ozone require long-term meteorological data and detailed
area-wide emission rates for all potential sources (industry, business, and transportation)
and are normally too complex to be performed within the scope of an environmental
analysis for a highway project. Accordingly, concentrations of ozone for the purpose of
comparing the results to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are
modeled by the regional air quality planning agency for the SIP. However, concentrations
of CO are readily modeled for highway projects and are required by Federal regulations.

The topography and meteorology of the area in which the proposed project is located will
not seriously restrict dispersion of the air pollutants. The traffic data used in the analysis
was obtained from the TxDOT Transportation Planning and Programming (TPP) Division
and is presented in Table 3.

Carbon monoxide concentrations for the proposed action were modeled using a worst case
scenario (adverse meteorological conditions and sensitive receptors at the ROW) in
accordance with the TxDOT Air Quality Guidelines. Local concentrations of CO are not
expected to exceed the national standards at any time (Table 14).

Congestion Management System

The CMS is a systematic process for managing traffic congestion. The CMS provides
information on: transportation system performance, alternative strategies for alleviating
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congestion, and enhancing the mobility of persons and goods to levels that meet state and
local needs. The IH 635 improvement project was developed from the NCTCOG’s
operational CMS, which meets all requirements of 23 CFR 500.109. The CMS was
adopted by the NCTCOG in October 1993 and updated in December 1996.

Table 14 — Project Area Carbon Monoxide Concentrations

Year | 1HRCO (PPM) | 1HR % NAAQS* 8-HR CO (PPM) 8-HR % NAAQS
Standard 35 PPM Standard 9 PPM

1997 9.0 25.7% 4.4 48.9%

2020 10.4 29.7% 5.0 55.6%

*The NAAQS for CO is 35 ppm for one hour and 9 ppm for eight-hours. The analysis includes a one hour
background concentration of 3.7 ppm and an 8-hour background concentration of 2.3 ppm.
ppm = parts per million

Operational improvements and travel demand reduction strategies are commitments made
by the region at two levels: program level and project level implementation. Program
level commitments are inventoried in the regional CMS, which was adopted by the
NCTCOG; they are included in the financially constrained Metropolitan Transportation
Plan, (MTP) and future resources are reserved for their implementation.

The NCTCOG in conjunction with other local public and private organizations performed
an analysis to estimate the effectiveness of the Regional Employee Trip Reduction (ETR)
Program within the East Section corridor. It concluded that the ETR Program reduced
peak-period vehicle trips in the study area corridor by 6.5 percent. The effectiveness of this
program was evaluated on the following factors: 1) employment characteristics of the
corridor, including predominate employment and employment density; 2) traffic
characteristics of the corridor, including levels of congestion in the corridor; and,
3) alternative modes available to the corridor.

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

Committed congestion reduction strategies and operational improvements within the IH 635
improvement study boundary will consist of signalization and intersection improvements.
TXxDOT and, where appropriate, the local community will manage these projects under the
Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) program, which are included in the regional
CMS. Individual projects are presented in Appendix D.
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In an effort to reduce congestion and the need for SOV lanes in the region, TxDOT and
the NCTCOG will continue to promote appropriate congestion reduction strategies
through the CMAQ program, the CMS, and the MTP. According to the NCTCOG, the
congestion reduction strategies considered for this project will help alleviate congestion
in the SOV study boundary but would not entirely eliminate the congestion. Therefore,
the proposed improvement to the section of IH 635 from US 75 to IH 30 is justified. The
CMS analysis for added SOV capacity projects in the Transportation Management Area
(TMA) is on file and available for review at the NCTCOG.

O. Noise Assessment

This analysis conforms to Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Regulation 23 CFR
772, “Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction,” and TxDOT
1996 Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise.

Sound from highway traffic is generated primarily from a vehicle’s tires, engine, and
exhaust. It is commonly measured in decibels and is expressed as “dB.”

Sound occurs over a wide range of frequencies. However, not all frequencies are detectable
by the human ear; therefore, an adjustment is made to the high and low frequencies to
approximate the way an average person hears traffic sounds. This adjustment is called A-
weighting and is expressed as “dBA.” Table 15 presents some common A-weighted noise
levels.

Also, because traffic sound levels are never constant due to the changing number, type, and

speed of vehicles, a single value is used to represent the average or equivalent sound level
and is expressed as "Leg(h)".
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Table 15 — Common Sound/Noise Levels

Outdoor dBA Indoor"
Pneumatic hammer 100 Subway train
Gas lawn mower at 1 meter J
90 Food blender at 1 meter
Downtown (large city) 80 Garbage disposal at 1 meter
Lawn mower at 30 meters 70 Vacuum cleaner at 3 meters

| Normal speech at 1 meter

Air conditioning unit 60 Clothes dryer at 1 meter
Babbling brook | Large business office
Quiet urban (daytime) 50 Dishwasher (next room)
Quiet urban (nighttime) 40 Library

The traffic noise analysis typically includes the following elements:

» Identification of land use activity areas that might be impacted by traffic noise;
» Determination of existing noise levels;

= Prediction of future noise levels;

= Identification of possible noise impacts; and

» Consideration and evaluation of measures to reduce noise impacts.

The FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for various land uses, as published in 23 CFR
772, are presented in Table 16. These criteria are used as one of two means to determine
when a traffic noise impact will occur.
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Table 16 — Noise Abatement Criteria Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level — Decibels (dBA)

(‘;iii;:;tzy L, (1 Hr) Description of Activity Category

A 57dBA  |Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve an

(Exterior) |important public need and where the preservation of those qualities is essential if the
lands are to continue to serve their intended purpose.

B 67 dBA Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, parks, residences,
(Exterior) |motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries and hospital.

© 72dBA  |Developed lands, properties or activities not included in Categories A or B above.
(Exterior)

- Undeveloped lands.

E 52 dBA Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, libraries, hospital

(Interior) |and auditoriums.

Source: 23 CFR 772, Revised August 1996

A noise impact occurs when either the absolute or relative criterion is met:

Absolute criterion: The predicted noise level at a receiver approaches, equals or

exceeds the NAC.

“Approach” is defined as one dBA below the NAC. For

example: a noise impact would occur at a Category B residence if the noise level is
predicted to be 66 dBA or above.

Relative criterion: The predicted noise level substantially exceeds the existing noise
level at a receiver even though the predicted noise level does not approach, equal or
exceed the NAC. “Substantially exceeds” is defined as more than 10 dBA. For
example: a noise impact would occur at a Category B residence if the existing level
is 54 dBA and the predicted level is 65 dBA (11 dBA increase).

When a traffic noise impact occurs, noise abatement measures must be considered. A noise
abatement measure is any positive action taken to reduce the impact of traffic noise on an
activity area.

Noise Modeling

The FHWA approved traffic noise model was used to calculate existing and predicted
traffic noise levels. The model primarily considers the number, type, and speed of vehicles;
highway alignment and grade; cuts, fills, and natural berms; surrounding terrain features;
and the locations of activity areas likely to be impacted by the associated traffic noise.

Existing and predicted traffic noise levels were modeled at 69 Category B, C, and E
receivers (Appendix A, Figures 61 through 87). These receivers are residences and
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commercial businesses adjacent to the highway project that might be impacted by traffic
noise and that may potentially benefit from reduced noise levels. Average daily traffic
volumes used in the computer modeling analysis are presented in Table 3.

Noise Levels

Land use along the corridor is predominantly a mixture of single-family, industrial, multi-
family, commercial, retail, and vacant space. Interspersed with the residential
developments are commercial properties. Examination of aerial photos and site visits
indicated that the exterior areas of frequent human use at the apartment/condominium
complexes are primarily inner courts of the complexes shielded from the roadway by the
building structures. Therefore, it was deemed appropriate to apply the NAC’s Activity
Category E (Table 16), to the apartment/condominium developments.

As indicated in Table 17, predicted design hour Ley(h) noise levels exceed existing levels by
1 to 6 dBA; however, the NAC was approached, equaled, or exceeded at 44 receivers.
Design hour noise levels at the commercial establishments along the corridor would range
from 74 to 78 dBA Leg(h). There are 32 Activity Category E receptors along IH 635
corridor that would be exposed to interior noise levels ranging from 34 dBA to 57 dBA
Leq(h). Eight of the 32 receptors would be exposed to noise levels that approach or exceed
the 51 dBA Leg(h) criterion for Activity Category E. In addition, there are 32 Activity
Category B receptors in the study area. Thirty-one of these receptors would be exposed to
noise levels ranging from 66 dBA to 81 dBA Leg(h). Therefore, the project will result in a
traffic noise impact and the following noise abatement measures were considered: traffic
management, alteration of horizontal and/or vertical alignments, acquisition of undeveloped
property to act as a buffer zone, and the construction of soundwalls. Future frontage roads
in many areas are higher than the backyards of the adjacent residences. These roads act as
barriers to the mainlane noise. Therefore, the future noise levels are less than existing
conditions.

Before any abatement measure can be incorporated into the project, it must be both
feasible and reasonable. In order to be feasible, the measure should reduce noise levels
by at least 5 dBA at impacted receivers; and to be reasonable the cost should not exceed
$25,000 for each benefited receiver.

Traffic Management

Traffic management control devices could be used to reduce the speed of the traffic;
however, the minor benefit of 1 dBA per 5 miles per hour (mph) reduction in speed does
not outweigh the associated increase in congestion and air pollution. Other measures such
as time or use restrictions for certain vehicles are prohibited on interstate highways.
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Alignment Alterations

Alteration of horizontal alignments of the existing roadways could displace existing
businesses and residences, require additional ROW and would not be cost-
effective/reasonable. A significant alteration of vertical alignment would not be cost-
effective and reasonable.

Buffer Zones

Acquisition of the available undeveloped land adjacent to the project to preclude future
development that could be impacted by highway traffic noise would not be cost-
effective/reasonable.
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Table 17 — Traffic Noise Levels (dBA Leq)

Appendix TNM® Modeled
A NAC NAC | Existing | Future. | Change| Noise
Receiver | Figure# |Category”| Level 1997 2020 (+/-) | Impact?
N1 61 E 52 49 52 3 I
N2 62 C 72 72 74 2 I
N3 62 E 52 46 44 -2 N
N4 62 E 52 52 47 -5 N
N5 62 E 52 53 48 -5 N
N6 62 B 67 80 75 -5 1
N7 63 B 67 74 71 -3 I
N8 63 E 52 52 48 -4 N
N9 63 E 52 56 57 1 1
N10 63 E 52 52 56 4 I
N11 63 E 52 48 42 -6 N
N12 64 E 52 49 45 -4 N
N13 64 E 52 55 54 -1 I
N14 63 E 52 47 46 -1 N
N15 63 E 52 55 54 -1 1
N16 64, 65 E 52 54 55 1 1
N17 64, 65 E 52 54 46 -8 N
N18 66 E 52 50 44 -6 N
N19 66 B 67 69 66 -3 1
N20 66 B 67 71 72 1 1
N21 67 B 67 76 79 3 1
N22 67 B 67 76 76 0 I
N23 67 B 67 77 79 2 I
N24 67 C 72 73 76 3 1
N25 68 E 52 43 45 2 N
N26 69 E 52 48 47 -1 N
N27 69 E 52 49 49 0 N
N28 69 E 52 45 45 0 N
N29 71 E 52 32 34 2 N
N30 74 C 72 71 75 4 I
N31 74 E 52 47 50 3 N
N32 75 E 52 45 49 4 N
N33 76 E 52 45 49 4 N
N34 75 B 67 73 77 4 1
N35 75 B 67 75 81 6 I
N36 75 B 67 75 80 5 1
N37 76 B 67 75 79 4 1
N38 76 B 67 76 81 5 1
N39 76 B 67 76 81 5 I
N40 76 B 67 76 80 4 1
N41 76 B 67 74 76 2 1
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Table 17 ~ Traffic Noise Levels (dBA Leq) (Cont.)

Appendix TNM® Modeled
A NAC NAC | Existing | Future |Change| Noise
Receiver | Figure # |Category”| Level 1997 2020 (+/-) . | Impact?
N42 77 B 67 63 65 2 N
N43 77 E 52 50 52 2 I
N44 77 E 52 46 48 2 N
N45 79 E 52 53 54 1 1
N46 79 E 52 49 46 -3 N
N47 79, 85 E 52 46 42 -4 N
N48 78 B 67 70 70 0 I
N49 78 B 67 77 75 -2 I
NS50 78 B 67 77 75 2 1
N51 79 B 67 75 77 2 I
N52 79 B 67 72 69 -3 I
N53 79 B 67 70 68 -2 I
N54 85 B 67 69 71 2 1
N55 85 B 67 69 71 2 I
N56 84 B 67 69 71 2 |
N57 84 B 67 67 69 2 1
N58 84 B 67 67 69 2 I
N59 - 84 E 52 45 47 2 N
N60 84 E 52 47 49 2 N
N61 84 E 52 45 46 1 N
N62 83 B 67 68 70 2 I
N63 83 B 67 67 69 2 1
N64 82 B 67 68 70 2 I
N65 83 B 67 68 70 2 )|
N66 83 C 72 77 78 1 I
N67 82 C 72 75 77 2 1
N68 80 E 52 49 50 1 N
N69 80 B 67 69 70 1 I

Y Category E noise levels reflect interior levels, Category B & C noise levels reflect exterior levels
A 1: Impacted; N: Not Impacted
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Mitigation Measures

Noise walls: This is the most commonly used noise abatement measure. For this project,
noise walls could have a detrimental impact on nearby businesses by restricting views. For
that reason, noise walls would not be feasible and reasonable for any of the commercial
receptors adjacent to the corridor.

A total of nine noise walls were analyzed within the project limits. Based on preliminary
calculations, as summarized in Table 18, all walls were determined to be both feasible and
reasonable.

Noise Wall 1

" Located between Greenville Avenue and Abrams Road along westbound frontage
road

. Approximately 125 m (410 ft) long, 2.8 m (9 ft) tall

. Would provide at least 5 dBA reduction for 10 first floor apartment units

. Estimated cost for this wall would be $71,750 or $7,175 per benefited receiver

Noise Wall 2

. Located between Forest Lane and Skillman Street along eastbound frontage road

n Approximately 1,215 m (3,986 ft) long, 2.8 m (9 ft) tall

= Would provide a2 minimum insertion loss of 5 dBA for 21 first-floor apartment
units and 16 single-family units

. Estimated cost for this wall would be $697,410 with a cost per benefited receiver
of $18,850

Noise Wall 3

. Located between Forest Lane and Skillman Street along westbound frontage road

o Approximately 1,000 m (3,281 ft) long and 2.8 m (9 ft) tall

" Would provide a minimum of 5 dBA reduction for 42 first-floor apartment units

Estimated cost of $574,000 with a cost per benefited receiver of $13,670

Noise Wall 4

" Located between Miller Road and Plano Road along eastbound frontage road
. Approximately 1,140 m (3,740 ft) long, 2.8 m (9 {t) tall
" Would provide a minimum of 5 dBA reduction for 44 single-family units

Estimated cost of $654,360 with a cost per benefited receiver of $14,875

Noise Wall 5

. Located between Centerville Road and La Prada Drive along westbound frontage
road

n ~ Approximately 1,480 m (4,856 ft) in length and 2.8 m (9 ft) tall

n Would provide at least a 5 dBA reduction for forty-eight (48) single-family units

. Estimated cost would be $849,520 with a cost per benefited receiver of $17,700
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Noise Wall 6

Located between La Prada Drive and Oates Drive along northbound frontage road
Approximately 225 m (738 ft) in length and 2.8 m (9 ft) tall

Would provide at least a 5 dBA reduction for 8 first-floor apartment units
Estimated cost would be $129,150 with a cost per benefited receiver of $16,150

Noise Wall 7

Located between Galloway Ave and IH 30 along northbound frontage road
Approximately 195 m (640 ft) in length and 2.8 m (9 ft) tall

Would provide at least a 5 dBA reduction for 6 first-floor apartment units
Estimated cost would be $111,930 with a cost per benefited receiver of $18,655

Noise Wall 8

Located between Galloway Avenue and IH 30 along southbound frontage road
Approximately 135 m (443 ft) in length and 2.8 m (9 ft) tall

Would provide at least a 5 dBA reduction for 5 residential units

Estimated cost would be $77,490 with a cost per benefited receiver of $15,500

Noise Wall 9

Located between Galloway Avenue and TH 30 west of IH 635 and north of TH 30
Approximately 1,100 m (3,609 ft) in length and 2.4 to 6.1 m (8 to 20 ft) tall
Would provide at least a 5 dBA reduction for 47 residential units

Estimated cost would be $901,590 with a cost per benefited receiver of $19,185

The final decision regarding the construction of the nine proposed noise walls will be made
upon completion of the project design and the public involvement process.

Table 18 - Noise Wall Proposal (Preliminary)

Wall No. | Figure |# Benefited| Length Height Total Cost* $ per Benefited
No. Receivers | (meters) | (meters) Receiver
1 61 10 125 2.8 $71,750 $7,175
2 62, 63, 37 1,215 2.8 $697,410 $18,850
64
3 63, 64 42 1,000 2.8 $574,000 $13,670
4 66, 67 44 1,140 2.8 $654,360 $14,875
5 71,72 48 1,480 2.8 $849,520 $17,700
6 77 8 225 2.8 $129,150 $16,150
7 79 6 195 2.8 $111,930 $18,655
8 78 5 135 2.8 $77,490 $15,500
9 78,179, 47 1,100 24-6.1 $901,590 $19,185
85
Total for
East Section 241 B B $4,067:200 B
* Based on estimated construction costs of $205.00 per square meter
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Construction Noise Impacts

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

A copy of this traffic noise analysis will be provided to local officials to ensure, to the
maximum extent possible, future developments are planned, designed and programmed in a
manner that will avoid traffic noise impacts. On the date of approval of this document (Date
of Public Knowledge), FHWA and TxDOT are no longer responsible for providing noise
abatement for new development adjacent to the project.

P. Hazardous Waste/Substance

Pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability
Act (CERCLA) and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), a preliminary
investigation was conducted to identify sites within the project study area which are “at
risk” of environmental contamination by hazardous wastes/substances. Sites considered
likely to be contaminated and within the existing and proposed ROW are categorized as
“high risk” (e.g. landfill, military base, chemical manufacturing facility). Sites are
categorized as “low risk” if available information indicates that some potential for
contamination exists, but the site is not likely to pose a contamination problem to
highway construction. The following federal and state databases and records were
searched at the given distances for relevant information.

= RCRIS (TSD) - Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System -
Non-Corrective Action Treatment, Storage, and Disposal (TSD) Facilities
(1.6 km [1.0 mi])

» RCRIS (CA) - Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System -
TSDs Subject to Corrective Action (1.6 km [1.0 mi])

» RCRIS (SG) - Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System -
Small Quantity Generators (1.6 km [1.0 mi])

= RCRIS (LG) - Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System -
Large Quantity Generators (1.6 km [1.0 mi])

= CERCLIS — Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Information System (0.80 km [0.50 mi])

* NPL - National Priorities List (1.6 km [1.0 mi])

* HWS - Texas Registry of Superfund Sites (0.80 km [0.50 mi])
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" SWF - Texas Municipal Solid Waste Landfill Report (1.6 km [1.0 mi])
" RST - Texas Petroleum Storage Tanks (0.40 km [0.25 mi])

* LRST - Texas Leaking Petroleum Storage Tanks (0.40 km [0.25 mi])

= SPILLS - Texas Spills Report (0.40 km [0.25 mi])

" ERNS - Emergency Response Notification System (0.40 km [0.25 mi])

The environmental database search revealed 2 RCRIS (CA) sites, 31 RCRIS (SG) sites, 5
RCRIS (LG) sites, 66 RST sites, 43 LRST sites, 13 SPILLS sites, and 2 ERNS sites, for a
total of 162 sites within the East Section project area at the above stated distances
(Appendix B — Exhibit §). The environmental database report revealed that no RCRIS
(TSD), CERCLIS, NPL, HWS, or SWF sites are located within or immediately adjacent
to the project area at the above stated distances. Appendix A (Figures 88 through 90)
show the locations of the potential hazardous waste sites. The Hazardous Materials
Investigation Report is available for viewing at the Dallas District Office of TxDOT,
located at 4777 East Highway 80, Mesquite, Texas 75150.

Commercial businesses in the vicinity of the project area handle many regulated
materials. Sites of concern primarily include auto repair shops, convenience stores, gas
stations, and dry-cleaning services. Of the regulated sites identified within the search
radii indicated above, there are 20 LRST sites, 27 RST sites, 12 RCRIS (SG) sites, one
RCRIS (LG) site, 5 SPILLS sites, and one ERNS site, for a total of 66 sites located within
or directly adjacent to the project limits. Appendix B (Exhibit 8) identifies these potential
sites and summarizes their current case status.

There are five areas within the project limits where the potential of encountering
hazardous materials is the highest. Table 19 lists the prioritized areas of concern and
their corresponding hazardous waste/substance sites adjacent to the project area as shown
in Appendix A (Figures 88 through 90) and Appendix B (Exhibit 8).

The highest priority, Priority 1 areas of concern, is at IH 635 and Oates Drive. A
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) spill (approximately 38 liters [10 gallons]) previously
occurred at this location. The exact location and disposition of the spilled material was
not reported. In addition, there is an automotive dealership that was responsible for
disposing of antifreeze and used oils in the storm drainage system in this same area.
There is also a RCRIS large quantity generator responsible for generating both used oils
and solvents in this vicinity. There were three LRSTs reported and those cases have been
successfully closed.

Within the vicinity of IH 635 and Oates Road are 21 petroleum storage tanks in use and
eight that have been removed from use. In total, there are 11 potential hazardous
waste/substance sites within the Priority 1 areas of concern near the vicinity of the IH 635
and Oates Road location. All of these conditions indicate that caution should be used
during the project construction activities around the Priority 1 areas of concern.

Texas Department of Transportation 48 IH 635 (LBIJ Freeway) Corridor Study — East Section



Priority 2 areas of concern are located where Jupiter Road crosses IH 635. These areas
contain several Small Quantity Generators and have had at least two reportable gasoline
spills.  Leaking storage tanks have been remediated and both resulted in soil
contamination only. In total, there are eight potential hazardous waste/substance sites
within the Priority 2 areas of concern.

Priority 3 areas of concern are in the vicinity of Abrams and Forest Lane where they cross
IH 635. There has been at least one reportable spill of diesel fuel and the Small Quantity
Generators store quantities of benzene and ignitable solid waste. Two LRST cases
remain open in this area and one case is closed.

2645 Exxon RAS #6-3524 (LRST#093712), located at 12330 Greenville Avenue, has
contaminated the groundwater and is currently under TNRCC regulatory control. Since
June of 2001, the priority code for the LRST has been upgraded to level 2.6 which means
impacted groundwater has discharged into a surface water used by humans with
endangered species less than 152 m (500 ft) from this location. TxDOT will acquire a
portion of the affected parcel and will perform deep excavations immediately adjacent to
the site. The potential for TxDOT to impact contaminated media is extremely high, and
additional research will need to be conducted in this area.

In total, there are 12 potential hazardous waste/substance sites within the Priority 3 areas
of concern.

Priority 4 areas of concern are at the crossing of Northwest Highway over IH 635. These
areas have three RCRIS Small Quantity Generators that generate a variety of pollutants,
including lead and benzene. In addition, there has been a significant spill of diesel fuel in
this area. There was only one LRST reported and that case has been successfully closed.
In total, there are seven potential hazardous waste/substance sites within the Priority 4
areas of concern.

Priority 5 areas of concern consist of a single location at 12215 LBJ Freeway. A Small
Quantity Generator produces solid waste that is ignitable and reportable quantities of lead
pollutants. There was one LRST with soil contamination and that case has been closed.
The concern in this area is the generation of lead pollutants as well as possible soil
contamination from a diesel fuel spill. In total, there are three potential hazardous
waste/substance sites within the Priority 5 areas of concern. These five prioritized areas
of concern are explained in greater detail in Appendix B (Exhibit 8§) and Appendix A
(Figures 88 through 90).

In addition to conducting a Federal and state environmental search to determine the
existence of potential hazardous waste/substance sites, site inspections were conducted on
August 13, 1999, and April 5, 2001. The land use adjacent to and surrounding the project
area is comprised primarily of single-family, industrial, multi-family, commercial, retail,
and vacant space. Various business locations (e.g., gas service stations, etc.) within the
project limits use hazardous materials/substances as part of their operations. There are
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numerous businesses that own underground storage tanks and/or generate some quantity
of hazardous waste, primarily related to fueling, and/or car maintenance and repair
activities. These businesses include Texaco, Chevron, Mobil, and Exxon gas service
stations, as well as automobile dealerships and light industrial facilities. No stressed
vegetation or other obvious surficial signs of environmental contamination (e.g., stained
soil) were observed within the project limits.

Further assessment and investigation, if needed, would be completed after any necessary
right-of-entry can be obtained in later stages of project development. If identified, any
hazardous material issues would be addressed during the ROW negotiation, acquisition,
or eminent domain process prior to construction. Appropriate soils and/or groundwater
management plans for activities within these areas would be developed. Special
provisions or contingency language would be included in the project's plans,
specifications, and estimates (PS&E) to handle hazardous materials and/or petroleum
contamination according to applicable state, Federal, and local regulations per TxDOT
Standard Specifications.

In the event that hazardous materials are found on parcels of land to be acquired for this
project, the removal of such materials will comply with applicable Federal, state, and
local laws. Hazardous materials that require special handling will be removed only by
certified abatement contractors. The TxDOT Dallas District has procedures intended to
minimize cost and construction delays when petroleum contaminated soils are
encountered during roadway construction. The Dallas District has a contractor to remove
underground tanks, and a contract to excavate and haul petroleum contaminated soils.
These contracts are not intended to replace any mitigation that can take place prior to
ROW acquisition, but do reduce the cost if petroleum contamination is encountered
during construction. Table 19 addresses the five prioritized areas of concern and lists
their corresponding hazardous waste/substance sites. The Priority 1 areas of concern near
Oates Drive contain 11 potential hazardous waste/substance sites within 0.8 km (0.5 mi)
of the project corridor; the Priority 2 areas of concern have eight sites; Priority 3 areas of
concern have 12 sites; Priority 4 areas of concern have seven sites; and, the Priority 5
areas of concern have three sites.

The contractor will take appropriate measures to prevent, minimize, and control the spill
of fuels, lubricants, and hazardous materials in the construction staging areas. All spills,
including those of less than 94.6 liters (25.0 gallons) shall be cleaned immediately and
any contaminated soil shall be immediately removed from the site and be disposed of
properly. Designated areas shall be identified for spoils disposal and materials storage.
The areas shall be protected from inflow and runoff. Materials resulting from the
destruction of existing roads and structures shall be stored in these designated areas. All
materials being removed and/or disposed of by the contractor will be done so in
accordance with state and Federal laws and by the approval of the TxDOT Project
Engineer.
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Table 19 - Prioritized Potential Hazardous Waste/Substance Sites Adjacent to
ITH 635 Between U.S. 75 and L.H. 30

Priority NIISP Type Site Hazardous Waste/Substance (# Tanks) Area Location
1 3377 SPILL PCB Qates Drive
2939 RST Gasoline (6), Used Oil (1)
2944 RST Gasoline (7), Used Qil (1)
1907 | RCRIS-LG | Used Oil, Solvents
6420 | RCRIS —SG | Solid Waste, Solvents
1366 ERNS Dumping of Antifreeze and Used Oil
3007 RST Gasoline (3) In Use, (3) Removed
2888 RST Gasoline (3) In Use, (5) Removed
4308 LRST Soil Contamination — Closed
4305 LRST Ground Water — Closed
0000 LRST Ground Water — Closed
2 0692 LRST Soil Contamination — Closed Jupiter Road
0576 LRST Soil Contamination — Closed
6225 LRST Ground Water — Closed
3476 SPILL Gasoline
3477 SPILL Gasoline
7264 | RCRIS —SG | Benzene
1920 RST Gasoline (3), Diesel (1)
0147 RST Gasoline (3) In Use, (4) Removed
3 4053 LRST Soil Contamination — Open e
and Forest Lane
5094 LRST Soil Contamination — Closed
4862 LRST Ground Water — Open
9664 RST Gasoline (4) In Use, (4) Removed
9830 RST Gasoline (3)
9421 RST Gasoline (3)
9762 RST Gasoline (1) Removed
9321 RST Gasoline (4)
3547 SPILL Diesel
8102 | RCRIS —SG | Benzene, Solid Waste Ignitable
2645 LRST Ground Water — Open
8036 | RCRIS—SG | Benzene, Solid Waste Ignitable
4 7714 LRST Ground Water — Closed Northwest Hwy
1981 RST Gasoline, (8) Removed
Gasoline and Used Oil,
148 R3T (4) Removed (5) In Use
3453 SPILL Diesel
8235 | RCRIS-SG | Solid Waste Ignitable, Gasoline, Lead
5614 | RCRIS—-SG | Solid Waste Ignitable, Solid Waste Corrosive
7575 | RCRIS ~SG | Gasoline, Benzene, Lead
5 8684 LRST Soil Contamination — Closed 12215 IH 635
1951 RST Gasoline — (1) In Use, (1) Out of Use
1262 | RCRIS—SG | Solid Waste Ignitable, Lead

Source: ERIS Report # 212384A, 1997
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Q. Items of Special Nature

Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77 and 23 CFR 620.104 describe basic criteria to
be applied at public-use and military airports. These standards prescribe required vertical
clearances over highways. Specifically, any construction whose height is greater than 25
to 1 slope for a horizontal distance of 1,524 m (5,000 ft) from the nearest landing and
takeoff area of a heliport requires formal notification and coordination between the
FHWA and the Federal Aviation Administration. Garland Heliport is located on Jupiter
Road 1.64 km (0.5 mi) east from IH 635. The proposed improvements to IH 635 within
1,524 m (5,000 ft) of Garland Heliport do not exceed the maximum height requirements
as stated in the FAR and CFR. Coordination between the FHWA and the Federal
Aviation Administration is not required for this project

V. CONCLUSION

The engineering, social, economic, and environmental investigations conducted thus far
on the proposed project indicate that it will result in no significant impacts on the quality
of the human environment; therefore, a Finding of No Significant Impact is anticipated.
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