
FIGURES



Begin Project

Lo
ng

 Av
e

Me
ac

ha
m 

Blv
d

820

Yu
cc

a A
ve

377

Lo
ng

 Av
e

377

35W

Blue Mound Rd

Beach St

30

287

BNSF West Fork 
Trinity River

Belknap St
Weatherford Dr

Deen Rd North
side

 Dr

End Project

SH
 18

3
SH

 18
3

SH 121

SPUR 280

Riverside Dr

Sylvania Ave

Papurt Ave

Tarrant County

Project Limits
0 2,500

Feet

FIGURE 1
PROJECT LOCATION MAP

IH 35W
From IH 820 to IH 30

Tarrant County

CSJs: 0014-16-179 AND 0014-16-268

Base Map Source: Tarrant County (NCTCOG, 2011)



Begin Project

Lo
ng

 Av
e

Me
ac

ha
m 

Blv
d

820

Yu
cc

a A
ve

377

Lo
ng

 Av
e

377

35W

Blue Mound Rd

Beach St

30

BNSF West Fork 
Trinity River

Belknap St

Weatherford Dr

Deen Rd

End Project
Cr

os
sin

g 1
Un

na
me

d T
rib

ut
ary

 to
Fo

ss
il C

re
ek

Cr
os

sin
g 5

Ha
m 

Br
an

ch

Cr
os

sin
g 2

Un
na

me
d T

rib
ut

ary
 to

We
st 

Fo
rk

 Tr
ini

ty 
Ri

ve
r

Cr
os

sin
g 3

We
st 

Fo
rk

 Tr
ini

ty 
Ri

ve
r

Crossing 4
West Fork Trinity River

287

SH
 18

3
SH

 18
3

SH 121

SPUR 280

Riverside Dr

Tarrant County
Project Limits 0 2,500

Feet

FIGURE 2
USGS TOPOGRAPHIC MAP

IH 35W
From IH 820 to IH 30

Tarrant County

CSJs: 0014-16-179 AND 0014-16-268

Base Map Source: Fort Worth (ID No. 32097F3, 1981) and
Haltom City (ID No. 32097G3, 181) 7.5 Minute Topographic Maps (TNRIS)



Begin Project

Lo
ng

 Av
e

Me
ac

ha
m 

Blv
d

820

Yu
cc

a A
ve

377

Lo
ng

 Av
e

377

35W

Blue Mound Rd

Beach St

30

287

Riverside Dr

BNSF West Fork 
Trinity River

Belknap St

Weatherford Dr

Deen Rd North
side

 Dr

End Project

SH
 18

3
SH

 18
3

SH 121
SPUR 280

Tarrant County

Project Limits
0 2,500

Feet

FIGURE 3
AERIAL MAP

IH 35W
From IH 820 to IH 30

Tarrant County

CSJs: 0014-16-179 AND 0014-16-268

Base Map Source: Aerials Express, 2008

















































Lo
ng

 A
ve

M
ea

ch
am

 B
lv

d820

Begin Project

35W

1050.061078

1050.061002

1050.061062

1050.061148

1050.061105

1050.061104

1050.061066

1050.061188

1050.061049

1050.061064

1050.061137

1050.061140
1050.061016

1050.061089

1050.061081
1050.061169

1050.061174

1050.061063

1050.0611211050.061122

1050.061160 1050.061161

1050.061149

1050.061094
1050.061095

1050.061155
1050.061154

1050.061120

1050.061

1050.071

Tarrant County

Project Limits

FIGURE 6
CENSUS BLOCK MAP

IH 35W
From IH 820 to IH 30

Tarrant County

CSJs: 0014-16-179 AND 0014-16-268

0 800
Feet

Example of Block Number
1234.567890

Census Tract: 1234.56
Block Group:  7

Block:  7890

SHEET 1 OF 3

Base Map Source: Tarrant County (NCTCOG, 2011)

Legend
Potential Residential Displacement

EJ Census Block (% Minority >= 50%)

Non-EJ Census Block Group

EJ Census Block Group 
(Median Household Income < $23,050)

Non-EJ Census Block



S
H

 1
83

Yu
cc

a 
A

ve

35W

1232.001068
1232.001075

1050.061148

1232.001085

1002.022000

1232.001000
1002.022051

1232.001059

1050.061188

1001.022005

1002.022044
1050.061181

1232.001101

1002.022004

1050.061137

1050.061166

1050.061081

1050.061187

1050.061169
1050.061174

1232.001069

1050.061195

1050.061182

1050.061160

1012.022058

1050.061161

1050.061149

1050.061165

1012.022084

1050.061155

1232.001066
1232.001065

1232.001067

1232.001083

1012.022075 1012.023026

1002.022005

1012.022083

1012.022074

1012.022089

1012.022090

1012.022086

1012.023025

1050.061154

1012.022073

1002.022046

1012.022072

1050.061

1232.001

1002.022

1001.022

1012.022

Tarrant County

Project Limits

FIGURE 6
CENSUS BLOCK MAP

IH 35W
From IH 820 to IH 30

Tarrant County

CSJs: 0014-16-179 AND 0014-16-268

0 800
Feet

Example of Block Number
1234.567890

Census Tract: 1234.56
Block Group:  7

Block:  7890

SHEET 2 OF 3

Base Map Source: Tarrant County (NCTCOG, 2011)

Legend
Potential Residential Displacement

EJ Census Block (% Minority >= 50%)

Non-EJ Census Block Group

EJ Census Block Group 
(Median Household Income < $23,050)

Non-EJ Census Block



Sp
ur

 2
80

30

287

Belknap St

Weatherford Dr

End Project

35W

Riverside Dr

SH
 121 1017.002023

1232.001068
1232.001075

1232.001120

1232.001085

1232.001101

1232.001113

1232.001111

1232.001102

1017.001025

1232.001190

1012.022061

1232.001069

1017.001016

1017.001006

1017.001022

1012.023039

1012.023019

1012.023028

1012.022058

1017.001039

1012.022084

1017.001001

1017.002031

1232.001136

1232.001194

1232.001066
1232.001065

1017.001013

1232.001067

1232.001192

1232.001117

1232.001083

1232.001179

1233.002006
1232.001172

1012.022075

1017.001019

1232.001119

1232.001178

1232.001121

1012.023026

1232.001182

1012.023022

1232.001169

1012.023021

1232.001174

1012.023020

1017.001038

1232.001181

1232.001130

1012.022083

1012.022074

1012.022089

1233.002001

1232.001183

1012.022090

1232.001173
1233.002003

1233.002004

1017.001014

1012.022086

1012.023025

1012.023015

1232.001186

1017.001040
1017.001007

1017.001009

1012.022073

1017.001043
1017.001041

1232.001177

1012.023024

1017.0010421232.001185

1232.001180

1012.022072

1017.001012

1232.001

1017.002

1017.001

1233.002

1012.022

1012.023

Tarrant County

Project Limits

FIGURE 6
CENSUS BLOCK MAP

IH 35W
From IH 820 to IH 30

Tarrant County

CSJs: 0014-16-179 AND 0014-16-268

0 800
Feet

Example of Block Number
1234.567890

Census Tract: 1234.56
Block Group:  7

Block:  7890

SHEET 3 OF 3

Base Map Source: Tarrant County (NCTCOG, 2011)

Legend
Potential Residential Displacement

EJ Census Block (% Minority >= 50%)

Non-EJ Census Block Group

EJ Census Block Group 
(Median Household Income < $23,050)

Non-EJ Census Block



Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA):
Collin, Dallas, Denton, 

Ellis, Hood, Hunt, Johnson, 
Kaufman, Parker, Rockwall, 
Tarrant, and Wise Counties.

WISE
PARKER

TARRANT

DENTON COLLIN

HUNT
ROCKWALL
KAUFMAN

DALLAS
ELLISJOHNSONHOOD

Basemap Source: NCTCOG GIS, 
TSZ &Origin-Destination Data 

(November 2011)

0 15
Miles

Project Location
Within the MPA

IH 35W 
FROM IH 820 TO IH 30

CSJs: 0014-16-179 
AND 0014-16-268

FIGURE 7
EJ AND NON-EJ TSZS

UTILIZING PROPOSED 
FACILITY AT LEAST 
ONCE A DAY IN THE 

2035 BUILD SCENARIO
Legend

EJ TSZs in MPA
Project Limits
Highways
TSZs

EJ TSZs Utilizing Proposed Facility

TSZs Utilizing Proposed Facility



Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA):
Collin, Dallas, Denton, 

Ellis, Hood, Hunt, Johnson, 
Kaufman, Parker, Rockwall, 
Tarrant, and Wise Counties.

WISE
PARKER

TARRANT

DENTON COLLIN

HUNT
ROCKWALL
KAUFMAN

DALLAS
ELLISJOHNSONHOOD

Basemap Source: NCTCOG GIS, 
TSZ &Origin-Destination Data 

(November 2011)

0 15
Miles

Project Location
Within the MPA

IH 35W 
FROM IH 820 TO IH 30

CSJs: 0014-16-179 
AND 0014-16-268

FIGURE 8
TSZS UTILIZING THE 

MAIN LANES AT LEAST 
ONCE A DAY IN THE 

2035 BUILD SCENARIO
Legend

Project Limits
Highways
TSZs

1 to 5 Trips
6 to 10 Trips
11 to 25 Trips

26 to 50 Trips
51 to 100 Trips
101 to 776 Trips



Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA):
Collin, Dallas, Denton, 

Ellis, Hood, Hunt, Johnson, 
Kaufman, Parker, Rockwall, 
Tarrant, and Wise Counties.

WISE
PARKER

TARRANT

DENTON COLLIN

HUNT
ROCKWALL
KAUFMAN

DALLAS
ELLISJOHNSONHOOD

Basemap Source: NCTCOG GIS, 
TSZ &Origin-Destination Data 

(November 2011)

0 15
Miles

Project Location
Within the MPA

IH 35W 
FROM IH 820 TO IH 30

CSJs: 0014-16-179 
AND 0014-16-268

FIGURE 9
TSZS UTILIZING THE 

MANAGED LANES AT LEAST 
ONCE A DAY IN THE 

2035 BUILD SCENARIO
Legend

Project Limits
Highways
TSZs

1 to 5 Trips
6 to 10 Trips
11 to 25 Trips

26 to 50 Trips
51 to 107 Trips



Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA):
Collin, Dallas, Denton, 

Ellis, Hood, Hunt, Johnson, 
Kaufman, Parker, Rockwall, 
Tarrant, and Wise Counties.

HOOD JOHNSON ELLIS
DALLAS

KAUFMAN
ROCKWALL

HUNT

COLLINDENTON

TARRANT

PARKER
WISE

£¤75§̈¦35E§̈¦35W114

§̈¦30
§̈¦35W§̈¦20

£¤67
§̈¦45

§̈¦635

WISE
PARKER

TARRANT

DENTON COLLIN

HUNT
ROCKWALL
KAUFMAN

DALLAS
ELLISJOHNSONHOOD

Basemap Source: NCTCOG GIS, 
TSZ &Origin-Destination Data 

(November 2011)

0 15
Miles

Project Location
Within the MPA

IH 35W 
FROM IH 820 TO IH 30

CSJs: 0014-16-179 
AND 0014-16-268

FIGURE 10
TSZS UTILIZING THE 
EXISTING FACILITY 

AT LEAST 
ONCE A DAY IN THE 

2035 NO-BUILD SCENARIO
Legend

Project Limits
Highways
TSZs

1 to 5 Trips
6 to 10 Trips
11 to 25 Trips

26 to 50 Trips
51 to 100 Trips
101 to 865 Trips



Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA):
Collin, Dallas, Denton, 

Ellis, Hood, Hunt, Johnson, 
Kaufman, Parker, Rockwall, 
Tarrant, and Wise Counties.

WISE
PARKER

TARRANT

DENTON COLLIN

HUNT
ROCKWALL
KAUFMAN

DALLAS
ELLISJOHNSONHOOD

Basemap Source: NCTCOG GIS, 
TSZ &Origin-Destination Data 

(November 2011)

0 15
Miles

Project Location
Within the MPA

IH 35W 
FROM IH 820 TO IH 30

CSJs: 0014-16-179 
AND 0014-16-268

FIGURE 11
BREAKDOWN OF EJ TSZS 

UTILIZING THE MAIN LANES
AT LEAST ONCE A DAY

IN THE 2035 
BUILD SCENARIO

Legend
Project Limits
Highways
TSZs

Low-income >= 50%, Minority >= 50%
Low-income >= 50%
Minority >= 50%



Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA):
Collin, Dallas, Denton, 

Ellis, Hood, Hunt, Johnson, 
Kaufman, Parker, Rockwall, 
Tarrant, and Wise Counties.

WISE
PARKER

TARRANT

DENTON COLLIN

HUNT
ROCKWALL
KAUFMAN

DALLAS
ELLISJOHNSONHOOD

Basemap Source: NCTCOG GIS, 
TSZ &Origin-Destination Data 

(November 2011)

0 15
Miles

Project Location
Within the MPA

IH 35W 
FROM IH 820 TO IH 30

CSJs: 0014-16-179 
AND 0014-16-268

FIGURE 12
BREAKDOWN OF EJ TSZS

UTILIZING THE 
MANAGED LANES

AT LEAST ONCE A DAY
IN THE 2035 

BUILD SCENARIOLegend
Project Limits
Highways
TSZs

Low-income >= 50%, Minority >= 50%
Low-income >= 50%
Minority >= 50%



Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA):
Collin, Dallas, Denton, 

Ellis, Hood, Hunt, Johnson, 
Kaufman, Parker, Rockwall, 
Tarrant, and Wise Counties.

WISE
PARKER

TARRANT

DENTON COLLIN

HUNT
ROCKWALL
KAUFMAN

DALLAS
ELLISJOHNSONHOOD

Basemap Source: NCTCOG GIS, 
TSZ &Origin-Destination Data 

(November 2011)

0 15
Miles

Project Location
Within the MPA

IH 35W 
FROM IH 820 TO IH 30

CSJs: 0014-16-179 
AND 0014-16-268

FIGURE 13
EJ TSZS UTILIZING THE 
MAIN LANES AT LEAST 

ONCE A DAY IN THE 
2035 BUILD SCENARIO

Legend
Project Limits
Highways
TSZs

1 to 5 Trips
6 to 10 Trips
11 to 25 Trips

26 to 50 Trips
51 to 100 Trips
101 to 446 Trips



Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA):
Collin, Dallas, Denton, 

Ellis, Hood, Hunt, Johnson, 
Kaufman, Parker, Rockwall, 
Tarrant, and Wise Counties.

WISE
PARKER

TARRANT

DENTON COLLIN

HUNT
ROCKWALL
KAUFMAN

DALLAS
ELLISJOHNSONHOOD

Basemap Source: NCTCOG GIS, 
TSZ &Origin-Destination Data 

(November 2011)

0 15
Miles

Project Location
Within the MPA

IH 35W 
FROM IH 820 TO IH 30

CSJs: 0014-16-179 
AND 0014-16-268

FIGURE 14
EJ TSZS UTILIZING THE 

MANAGED LANES AT LEAST 
ONCE A DAY IN THE 

2035 BUILD SCENARIO

Legend
Project Limits
Highways
TSZs
1 to 5 Trips
6 to 10 Trips
11 to 58 Trips



Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA):
Collin, Dallas, Denton, 

Ellis, Hood, Hunt, Johnson, 
Kaufman, Parker, Rockwall, 
Tarrant, and Wise Counties.

HOOD JOHNSON ELLIS
DALLAS

KAUFMAN
ROCKWALL

HUNT

COLLINDENTON

TARRANT

PARKER
WISE

£¤75§̈¦35E§̈¦35W114

§̈¦30
§̈¦35W§̈¦20

£¤67
§̈¦45

§̈¦635

WISE
PARKER

TARRANT

DENTON COLLIN

HUNT
ROCKWALL
KAUFMAN

DALLAS
ELLISJOHNSONHOOD

Basemap Source: NCTCOG GIS, 
TSZ &Origin-Destination Data 

(November 2011)

0 15
Miles

Project Location
Within the MPA

IH 35W 
FROM IH 820 TO IH 30

CSJs: 0014-16-179 
AND 0014-16-268

FIGURE 15
EJ TSZS UTILIZING THE 

EXISTING FACILITY 
AT LEAST 

ONCE A DAY IN THE 
2035 NO-BUILD SCENARIO

Legend
Project Limits
Highways
TSZs

1 to 5 Trips
6 to 10 Trips
11 to 25 Trips

26 to 50 Trips
51 to 100 Trips
101 to 865 Trips



FIGURE 16 

PROJECT AREA PHOTOGRAPHS 

IH 35W SOUTH FROM IH 820 TO IH 30 

CSJs: 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-268 

SHEET 1 OF 9 

 

Photo No. 1 – Looking south on IH 35W. 

Photo No. 2 – Looking south on IH 35W during morning rush hour. 
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Photo No. 3 – Looking north, exit ramp from IH 35W.  

Photo No. 4 – Looking north, at IH 35W south/SH 287 south ramp intersection.  



FIGURE 16 

PROJECT AREA PHOTOGRAPHS 

IH 35W SOUTH FROM IH 820 TO IH 30 

CSJs: 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-268 

SHEET 3 OF 9 

 

Photo No. 5 – Looking west, North Freeway and Meacham Blvd. intersection.  

Photo No. 6 – Looking south, IH 35W.  
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Photo No. 7 – Looking north, IH 35W and N.E. 28th Street overpass.   

Photo No. 8 – Looking east, railroad overpass.  
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Photo No. 9 – Looking west, railroad overpass.  

Photo No. 10 – Looking east, bridge crossing over West Fork Trinity River.  
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Photo No. 11 – Swallow nests beneath eastbound SH 121 bridge over West Fork Trinity River.    

Photo No. 12 – Looking northeast, city park adjacent to West Fork Trinity River. 
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Photo No. 13 – Looking southwest, old tunnel within 150 feet of APE of proposed project.   

Photo No. 14 – Looking southeast from 4th Street, a large pecan tree and residence to be displaced.  
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Photo No. 15 – Looking northwest, west of IH 35W, future 121 extension location. Large live oak trees 

 to be displaced. 

Photo No. 16 - Looking west, large live oak trees to be impacted by proposed project.  
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Photo No. 17 – Looking east, large Cottonwood tree to be impacted by  

proposed project.  
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Appendix A 
NCTCOG Managed Lane Policy and  

Excess Toll Revenue Sharing for Managed Lanes
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MANAGED LANE POLICIES

1. A fixed-fee schedule will be applied during the first six months of 
operation; dynamic pricing will be applied thereafter.

2. The toll rate will be set up to $0.75 per mile during the fixed-schedule 
phase.  The established rate will be evaluated and adjusted, if 
warranted, with Regional Transportation Council (RTC) approval. 

3. Toll rates will be updated monthly during the fixed-schedule phase.

4. Market-based tolls will be applied during the dynamic-pricing phase.  
During dynamic operation, a toll rate cap will be established.  The 
cap will be considered “soft” during times of deteriorating 
performance when a controlled rate increase above the cap will be 
temporarily allowed.

5. Transit vehicles will not be charged a toll.

6. Single-occupant vehicles will pay the full rate.

7. Trucks will pay a higher rate, and no trucks will be permitted in the 
LBJ tunnel.
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MANAGED LANE POLICIES

(continued)
8. High-occupancy vehicles of two or more occupants and vanpools will 

pay the full rate in the off-peak period.

9. High-occupancy vehicles of two or more occupants will receive a 50 
percent discount during the peak period.*  This discount will phase 
out after the air quality attainment maintenance period.  RTC-
sponsored public vanpools are permitted to add peak-period tolls as 
eligible expenses.  Therefore, the Comprehensive Development 
Agreement (CDA) firm will be responsible for the high-occupancy 
vehicle discount and the Regional Transportation Council will be
responsible for the vanpool discount. 

10. The toll rate will be established to maintain a minimum average 
corridor speed of 50 miles per hour.   

*6 hours per weekday:  6:30 a.m. - 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. - 6:30 p.m.
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11. During the dynamic-pricing phase, travelers will receive rebates if the 
average speed drops below 35 mph.  Rebates will not apply if speed 
reduction is out of the control of the operator.

12. Motorcycles qualify as high-occupancy vehicles.

13. No discounts will be given for “Green Vehicles.”

14. No scheduled inflation adjustments will be applied over time.

15. Every managed lane corridor will operate under the same policy.

16. Adoption of this policy will have no impact on the Regional 
Transportation Council Excess Revenue Policy previously adopted.
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MANAGED LANE POLICIES

(continued)
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17. The Regional Transportation Council requests that local governments 
and transportation authorities assign representatives to the 
Comprehensive Development Agreement procurement process.

18. The duration of the Comprehensive Development Agreement should 
maximize potential revenue.

19. Tolls will remain on the managed lanes after the Comprehensive 
Development Agreement duration.

RTC Approved – May 11, 2006
RTC Modified – September 14, 2006
RTC Modified – September 13, 2007
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(continued)
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Fort Worth District and non-federal 
sponsor, Tarrant Regional Water District (TRWD), constructed the existing Fort Worth 
Floodway, which is a public works project within the USACE Fort Worth District Civil Works 
Boundary.  The Central City project is an ongoing USACE and TRWD public works project.  
USACE is responsible for ensuring that the integrity and primary function of the USACE public 
works projects developed on the Trinity River are maintained at all times.   
 
The proposed Interstate Highway (IH) 35W project traverses and requires alterations to the Fort 
Worth Floodway Public Works project, and as such, these alterations require USACE approval. 
The authority for USACE approval of alterations to public works projects operated and 
maintained by non-Federal sponsors is 33 U.S. Code (USC) Section 408.  Specifically, 33 USC 
Section 408 states: 
 

“It shall not be lawful for any person or persons to take possession of or make 
use of for any purpose, or build upon, alter, deface, destroy, move, injure, 
obstruct by fastening vessels thereto or otherwise, or in any manner whatever 
impair the usefulness of any sea wall, bulkhead, jetty, dike, levee, wharf, pier, or 
other work built by the United States, or any piece of plant, floating or otherwise, 
used in the construction of such work under the control of the United States, in 
whole or in part, for the preservation and improvement of any of its navigable 
waters or to prevent floods, or as boundary marks, tide gauges, surveying 
stations, buoys, or other established marks, nor remove for ballast or other 
purposes any stone or other material composing such works: Provided, That the 
Secretary of the Army may, on the recommendation of the Chief of Engineers, 
grant permission for the temporary occupation or use of any of the 
aforementioned public works when in his judgment such occupation or use will 
not be injurious to the public interest: Provided further, That the Secretary may, 
on the recommendation of the Chief of Engineers, grant permission for the 
alteration or permanent occupation or use of any of the aforementioned public 
works when in the judgment of the Secretary such occupation or use will not be 
injurious to the public interest and will not impair the usefulness of such work.” 

 
In accordance with 33 USC Section 408, any alteration of a USACE Public Works project 
requires USACE review and approval to ensure that the alteration does not adversely impact 
the USACE Public Works.  In accordance with 33 Code of Federal Regulations Section 230, 
Procedures for Implementing NEPA (Engineering Regulation 200-2-2), a National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document must be prepared to address the impacts to the 
environment as a result of the action, as such USACE will act as a coordinating agency 
throughout the NEPA process to assess the direct and cumulative impacts from these 
Proposed Actions on the human and natural environment. 
  
The Fort Worth Floodway, which supports protection of the City of Fort Worth’s central business 
district, has three river channel systems and 10 levee systems that reduce the flood risk along 
the West Fork and Clear Fork Trinity Rivers. The IH 35W and SH 121 crossings(3 and 4)(see 
Figure 2, Environmental Assessment (EA) attachment) are located in the West Fork Levee Loop 
of the Fort Worth Floodway.  Portions of the levees within this floodway were constructed in 
1910 by local interests as a result of flooding in 1908. Federal involvement began in the 1940s 
when Congress authorized flood damage reduction improvements. In response to a 1949 flood 
event, the USACE modified and lengthened the existing levees and straightened and widened 
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the river channel to increase the floodway’s capacity to convey flood.  Upon completion of the 
system improvements, the USACE turned over all maintenance and operation of the Fort Worth 
Floodway to the TRWD.   
 
This document also discusses the proposed IH 35W northbound frontage road over 
Ham Branch in relation to the Central City project which is part of the Trinity River Vision. The 
Trinity River Vision is a master plan for 88 miles of the Trinity River and its major tributaries in 
Fort Worth. The master plan would preserve and enhance the river corridors so they remain 
essential greenways for open space, trails, neighborhood focal points, wildlife and special 
recreation areas. The most well-known of all Trinity River Vision projects is the plan to create an 
urban waterfront community to the north of downtown Fort Worth. This plan is known by the 
USACE simply as "Central City", but to most of the public it is called "Trinity Uptown".  Three 
bridges would span the bypass channel and provide vehicles and pedestrians with access 
between Uptown and Northside neighborhoods. An approximately 1.5-mile-long bypass channel 
would be constructed to redirect flood waters around the low lying area to the north of 
downtown.  Valley storage would be constructed to hold various amounts of water for short 
periods of time while river levels regulate during and after a flood.  Three flood gates would be 
installed at the portions of the river where the bypass channel and the original river intersect. 
These gates would remain open most times, but could be shut during high water events to force 
water through the bypass channel.  A dam would be put in place near Samuels Avenue to keep 
the upstream water at a constant level at all times.  
 
The proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge projects and the USACE Public Works project 
boundary locations are shown in Sheet 1: Project Location Map; Sheet 2: U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS) Map; and, Sheet 3: Aerial Map. 
 

A. Need and Purpose 
 
The proposed project is part of a larger highway improvement project; IH 35W from IH 820 to IH 
30 (CSJ Nos. 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-268).  The need and purpose of this document is to 
identify the areas within the USACE Public Works project boundary, the alternatives considered 
to meet the Section 408 criteria to modify the USACE Public Works, and the impacts to the 
human and natural environment associated with the proposed modifications at the IH 35W and 
State Highway (SH) 121 bridge crossings (3 and 4, see Figure 2, EA attachment).   
 

B. Scope 
 
This document is part of the Texas Department of Transportation’s (TxDOT) Environmental 
Assessment (EA) addressing NEPA requirements from the proposed IH 35W project in Fort 
Worth, Tarrant County, Texas.  It has been prepared as an appendix to the IH 35W EA in order 
to meet the requirements of 33 USC Section 408 for the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 Bridges. 
 
Because the proposed bridges are within the Fort Worth Floodway, there are four programs that 
the proposed project must adhere to with respect to hydraulic impacts: Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA); the Corridor Development Certificate (CDC); Record of Decision 
(ROD) Regional Environmental Impact Statement; and, USACE criteria for construction within 
the limits of existing federal civil works projects.  All but the FEMA program include direct 
involvement with the USACE.  For purposes of the hydraulic analysis of the proposed bridges, 
one hydraulic model (previously submitted by the USACE) would be used for the analysis for 
the CDC and ROD.  Because the ROD and USACE criteria are stricter than the CDC, they 
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would govern this project.  For example, if the ROD and USACE criteria are met, then the CDC 
criteria are met as well. 
 

a. The specifics of the CDC are as follows: 
 Administered by the City of Fort Worth through the Floodplain Administrator. 
 The USACE performs technical review of the hydraulic analysis for the city. 
 The hydrologic and hydraulic criteria is: 

o No increase in the 100-year flood water surface elevation (within 0.04 feet) and 
no significant increase in the Standard Project Flood (SPF) water surface 
elevation. 

o A maximum allowable decrease of valley storage in the 100-year flood and SPF 
discharges of 0% and 5%, respectively. 

o No creation or significant increase in erosive water velocity on-site or off-site. 
 

b. The specifics of the ROD are as follows: 
 No rise in the 100-year or SPF elevation for the proposed condition will be allowed. 
 The maximum allowable loss in storage capacity for 100-year and SPF discharges 

will be 0% and 5% respectively. 
  Alterations of the floodplain may not create or increase an erosive water velocity on 

or off-site. 
 

c. The specifics of the how the USACE Fort Worth District evaluates proposed projects for 
construction within the limits of existing public works projects are: 
 No increase in the design flood water surface profile. 
 The maximum allowable loss in storage capacity for 100-year and SPF discharges 

will be 0% and 5% respectively. 
 

II. DESCRIPTION OF THE EXISTING FACILITIES 
 
Project Overview 
The proposed IH 35W project includes a 5.4-mile long section of IH 35W, approximately 
one mile of SH 121, and approximately one mile of U.S. Highway (US) 287.  From 1963 to 
1967, IH 35W was constructed as a four to six-lane freeway with limited access entrances and 
exits and discontinuous frontage roads.  The proposed project construction limits extend along 
IH 35W from just north of Meacham Boulevard to just north of IH 30, along SH 121 from 
Riverside Drive west to IH 35W, along US 287 from IH 35W to IH 30, and from IH 35W west 
along Belknap Street and Weatherford Street to their crossing with the Burlington Northern 
Santa Fe Railroad in downtown Fort Worth.   The existing SH 121 is an eight-lane freeway with 
direct connections to IH 35W. 
 
IH 35W Bridge Crossing(3) (see Figure 2, EA attachment) 
The existing IH 35W Bridge was constructed in 1961 and is located just south of 
Northside Drive/Yucca Avenue.  It was widened to the current configuration in 1979 and spans 
the West Fork Trinity River.  The 132-foot wide structure consists of three travel lanes with 
inside and outside shoulders in each direction, separated by a concrete traffic barrier.  This 
single bridge structure consists of 14 spans, with 13 bridge bents and two abutments. Six bridge 
bents are within the river channel. Each bridge bent consists of nine columns across the existing 
320-foot wide right-of-way (ROW).  
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This crossing(3, see Figure 2, EA attachment) is situated within the 100-year floodplain of the 
West Fork Trinity River, which is part of the Fort Worth Floodway (Sheet 3).  Topography in the 
area is sloping with contour elevations ranging from 520 to 526 feet.  According to the Soil 
Survey of Tarrant County, Texas, the underlying soil is the Frio-urban land complex, 
occasionally flooded.  Adjacent properties consist of Riverside Park, Delga Park, the Trinity 
Trails System, commercial, agricultural, and residential properties. 
 
SH 121 Bridge Crossings(4)(see Figure 2, EA attachment) 
There are three bridges at the SH 121 crossing of the West Fork Trinity River: Belknap Street 
(approximately 52-feet wide), and the eastbound and westbound SH 121 Bridges 
(approximately 70.5-feet wide each).  These bridges are within the existing 105-foot wide 
Belknap Street ROW and the 472-foot wide SH 121 ROW. 
 
The existing East Belknap Street Bridge at the West Fork Trinity River was constructed in 1932.  
It is the longest concrete cantilever span bridge in Texas in terms of both its main span and its 
overall length.  Decorative features include a pointed arch motif on the piers, bents, and railings. 
It is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criterion C for 
Engineering at the state level. The structure includes four travel lanes (two in each direction) 
and a sidewalk in each direction. This 16-span bridge consists of 15 bridge bents and two 
abutments with five bents within the river channel.   
 
The existing SH 121 eastbound bridge constructed in 1963 spans the West Fork Trinity River 
and is located just east of the IH 35W/SH 121 interchange. The structure consists of four travel 
lanes with outside and inside shoulders.  This bridge structure consists of 12 spans with 
11 bridge bents and two abutments. Five bridge bents are within the river channel.  
 
The existing SH 121 westbound bridge constructed in 1963 spans the West Fork Trinity River 
and is located just east of the IH 35W/SH 121 interchange. The structure consists of five travel 
lanes with outside and inside shoulders.  The bridge structure consists of 12 spans with 
11 bridge bents and two abutments. Five bridge bents are within the river channel.  
 
These bridge crossings are situated within the 100-year floodplain of the West Fork Trinity River 
(Sheet 3).  Topography in the area is sloping with contour elevations ranging from 508 to 520 
feet.  According to the Soil Survey of Tarrant County, Texas, the underlying soil is the Frio-
urban land complex, occasionally flooded.  Adjacent properties consist of Greenway Park, 
Trinity Trails System, and commercial properties. 
 
IH 35W Northbound Frontage Road Crossing(5)(see Figure 2, EA attachment) 
The existing 24-foot wide IH 35W northbound two way frontage road crosses over the existing 
Ham Branch levee. Ham Branch levee is located between E. 4th Street and the Trinity Rail 
Express/Dallas Area Rapid Transit (TRE/DART) railroad underpass (Sheet 3). 
 
Ham Branch levee is part of a USACE Public Works project called the Central City Project 
which was authorized by Sec 116, PL 108-447 (8 Dec 2004). The Central City Project is 
documented in the Final Project Report dated March 2006, and the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) dated January 2006. The Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) [ASA 
(CW)] transmitted his Record of Decision (ROD) via memo to the USACE Director of CW on 
April 7, 2006.  The Central City Project was modified to expand and include the Riverside 
Oxbow area as a result of a request from the City of Fort Worth on June 22, 2006. The Modified 
Central City Project is documented in the Final Supplement No.1 to the FEIS in March 2008 and 
the Final Modified Project Report dated April 2008. The ASA (CW) transmitted the ROD through 
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a memorandum to the USACE Director of CW on May 21, 2008. The Modified Central City 
Project includes various sub-projects of which Ham Branch is one that provides hydraulic 
mitigation (valley storage), stream mitigation, and environmental improvements. 
 
III. ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 

 
NEPA regulations require alternatives to be considered. These include the No Action, Proposed 
Action, and other “reasonable” alternatives to the Proposed Action. The I-35W and SH-121 
Trinity River Levee Crossings Technical Memorandum (December 9, 2011, part of 
Administrative Record at TxDOT Fort Worth District - available for viewing or access by an open 
records request) was prepared for TxDOT in order to review the design options for the proposed 
IH 35W and SH 121 bridge projects. 
 
Four design options were presented in the technical memorandum for the proposed IH 35W 
Bridges over the West Fork Trinity River. Options 1 and 2 presented the modifications required 
to provide a 15-foot clearance to the top of the levee.  Options 3 and 4 presented the impacts of 
providing a minimum of SPF+4 feet clearance. Option 4 also provided an alternative design 
concept that would span the complete footprint of the levee.  Additionally, the proposed 
horizontal and vertical profile of the SH 121 Bridges were reviewed based on USACE criteria.  
As concluded in the technical memorandum, Option 3 with a minimum four-foot clearance 
above the SPF elevation was selected for the proposed IH 35W Bridge. Review of the proposed 
SH 121 Bridge design indicates that the design complies with the recommended bridge 
clearance by the USACE with a secant wall through the levee without modification.  
 

A. Alternative 1: No Action 
 
The No Action would result in the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge projects to not be 
constructed. Because the No Action would allow the existing bridges to remain, there would be 
no impacts to the Fort Worth Floodway and associated environment from the placement of new 
bridge columns within the West Fork Trinity River.  In addition, a Section 408 permit would not 
be required. The Fort Worth Floodway would remain in its current condition under the No Action 
alternative. However, this alternative is not practical because the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 
bridge projects are part of the reconstruction and widening of IH 35W from IH 820 to IH 30. If 
the bridges were not built, the improvements to the entire facility could not be constructed and 
traffic conditions on IH 35W would continue to deteriorate. 
 

B. Alternative 2: Proposed Action 
 
The Proposed Action is the construction of the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridges and is the 
Preferred Alternative.  Refer to Sheets 5 and 10 for the close-up view of the IH 35W and SH 
121 bridges.  The Proposed Action would impact the Fort Worth Floodway at the IH 35W and 
SH 121 Bridge crossings(3 and 4)(see Figure 2, EA attachment) over the West Fork Trinity 
River and would require Section 408 approval from the USACE. The Proposed Action would 
include demolition of existing structures, boring, open-cutting, and overhead bridge construction 
activities and would be constructed in two phases. The USACE will determine if the proposed 
IH 35W and SH 121 Bridges would adversely affect the function or alter the purpose of the Fort 
Worth Floodway. Secant walls within the levees are proposed for the ultimate configuration and 
would be constructed during the first phase of construction. 
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IH 35W Bridges 
The existing configuration of the IH 35W Bridges would be removed during the first construction 
phase. The existing bridge has 13 bents, six bents within the West Fork Trinity River channel 
approximately 68 feet apart center to center with 36-inch and 42-inch diameter drill shafts. The 
contractor would place aprons to collect any debris prior to the removal process. The contractor 
would have a plan to remove all construction equipment from the floodway when not being used 
and during flooding events. All portions of the existing bridge would be removed except for drill 
shafts or “H” piles located within the levee.  The existing bridge drill shafts located within the 
floodway would be removed two feet below the grade in the floodway. If the shafts are in the 
channel, they would be removed at the design grade elevation or the current grade elevation of 
the channel, whichever is lower. The contractor would place water tight casings/caissons 
around the drilled shaft to be removed and dewater the area prior to removal. The use of water 
tight casings would prevent sediment from the drill shaft removal from entering the river. Once 
the area is sufficiently dry to perform the removal, drill shafts would be removed to the elevation 
described above. Drill shaft removal within the channel would be coordinated with the USACE to 
occur during predicted periods of low flow in the West Fork Trinity River.  
 
A secant wall is being considered within the existing West Fork Trinity River levee. The secant 
wall would be installed for protection should the integrity of the existing levee system be 
compromised during the bridge construction.  It would also add protection if the levee were to 
fail after construction.  The wall shown in Sheet 4 is an approximate placement within the levee.  
The wall would be constructed along the highest point along the levee and span the width of the 
IH 35W ROW. The final location of the secant wall would be determined during the detailed 
design phase. The final design and details (i.e. materials and reinforcing steel) of the secant 
wall would also be determined during the detailed design phase. For construction within the 
footprint of the levee, each secant pier would be completed before another pier is started.  A 
pier would be considered complete only after it has been drilled to the required depth, with 
reinforcing steel installed and concrete placed over the full depth of excavation. A flood 
emergency action plan would be prepared and implemented by the contractor in the event of 
imminent flooding during construction.  Also being considered is the potential use of a lower 
impact solution to secant walls.   
 
The first 82-foot wide proposed bridge would carry the southbound general purpose (non-toll) 
lanes containing five 12-foot wide lanes with 10-foot wide shoulders. The second 138-foot wide 
parallel structure would consist of three 12-foot wide northbound general purpose (non-toll) 
lanes and four 12-foot wide managed (toll) lanes with 10-foot wide and 4-foot wide shoulders.   
 
In the ultimate configuration (operational between 2020 and 2030), the two structures would be 
widened to accommodate additional 12-foot wide northbound general purpose (non-toll) lanes 
and 12-foot wide auxiliary lanes in each direction and varying gore widths. The ultimate 
configuration would also require four additional structures spanning the West Fork Trinity River 
to accommodate ramps/connectors. The frontage road bridges would accommodate two-12 foot 
wide lanes and one-14-foot wide lane frontage roads in each direction with 6-foot wide 
sidewalks. The final bent and column locations would be determined during detailed design 
phase. Refer to Table 1 for the details associated with each of the proposed IH 35W Bridges 
and Enclosure A: Typical Sections and Proposed Plan and Profiles. 
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Table 1: Proposed IH 35W Bridge Details 

Description / Location Alignment 

Station 

Length   
(ft) 

Width   
(ft) Lanes Total 

Spans 
Spans 
within 

Channel 

No. 
of 

Bents   

No. of 
Bents 
within 

Channel   

No. 
of 

Col 

Col 
Size   
(in) 

Bent 
Drill 
Shaft 
Size   
(in) 

 

No. of 
Abut 

No. of 
Drill 
Shaft Begin End 

IH35W SB General 
Purpose (non-toll) Lane 
over Trinity River – 
including the entrance 
ramp from Northside 
Drive to SB IH 35W 

35WSB 848+40. 860+60. 1220 94 6 9 5 8 4 12 42 48 2 12 

IH35W NB General 
Purpose (non-toll) Lane 
over Trinity River 

35WNB 848+46. 861+06. 1260 81 5 10 8 9 7 10 42 48 2 11 

IH35W SB and NB 
Managed (toll) Lanes 
over Trinity River 

35WML 848+43. 858+80. 1037 80 4 14 8 13 7 10 42 48 1 11 

Exit Ramp from SB 
IH35W to Belknap 35S-BEL 16+74. 38+46. 2172 28 2 17 5 15 4 4 42 48 1 4 

Entrance Ramp from 
Belknap to NB IH35W BEL-35N 16+09. 31+71. 1562 38 2 12 7 10 6 5 42 48 1 5 

NB IH35W Frontage 
Road-South Section 
over Trinity River – 
including the exit ramp 
from NB IH 35W to 
Northside Drive 

35FRN2 847+30. 860+79. 1349 48.5 3 11 7 10 6 7 42 48 2 7 

SB IH 35W Frontage 
Road-South Section 
over Trinity River 

35FRS2 849+22. 860+85. 1163 36.5 2 9 6 8 5 5 42 48 2 5 



 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Section 408 NEPA Compliance Considerations 
IH 35W and SH 121 West Fork Trinity River Levee Crossings  
CSJ Nos. 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-268 
      Page 8 

Sheet 4 depicts the plan view of the proposed IH 35W bridge project.  Sheets 6 through 8 
show the proposed bridge cross-sections at the IH 35W northbound frontage road, southbound 
frontage road, and general purpose lane bridges over the West Fork Trinity River.  
 
SH 121 Bridges Crossing(4) 
The existing configuration of the SH 121 Bridges would not be modified until the ultimate 
configuration is constructed (operational between 2020 and 2030). During this phase, the 
SH 121 bridges would be removed and replaced by a pair of new direct connector structures on 
similar alignments, but at a higher elevation to allow the roadway to pass above the tie-in with 
IH 35W and other local roads. The proposed SH 121 bridges would be multiple parallel bridges 
crossing the West Fork Trinity River. These bridges crossing over the West Fork Trinity River 
would consist of nine separate structures of varying widths supporting general purpose lanes, 
frontage roads, and ramps/connectors. The general purpose lanes would have 10-foot wide 
inside and outside shoulders and 12-foot wide travel lanes. The typical ramps/connectors would 
carry one 14-foot wide lane with four-foot wide inside and eight-foot wide outside shoulders. The 
frontage road bridges would typically support one 12-foot wide and one 14-foot wide lane with 6-
foot wide sidewalks. Refer to Table 2 for the details associated with each of the proposed SH 
121 Bridges and Enclosure A: Typical Sections and Proposed Plan and Profiles. 
 
The bridges crossing(3)(see Figure 2, EA attachment) the West Fork Trinity River provide a 
minimum of 15-foot vertical clearances over the West Fork Trinity River levees.   
 
Weatherford Street would also be extended as a frontage road on a new structure crossing the 
West Fork Trinity River. An approximately 463-foot long secant wall at the levee would be 
incorporated into the design of the two new bridges within the proposed 559-foot to 607-foot 
wide ROW/right-of-way easement (Sheet 9). Secant walls are not proposed to be 
added/retrofitted to the historical bridge abutments since it would entail rebuilding that bridge.    

 
The contractor would place aprons to collect any debris prior to the removal process.  The 
contractor would have a plan to remove all construction equipment from the floodway when not 
being used and during flooding events. All portions of the existing bridge would be removed 
except for drill shafts or “H” piles located within the levee.  The existing bridge drill shafts 
located within the floodway would be removed two feet below the grade in the floodway. If the 
shafts are in the channel, they would be removed at the design grade elevation or the current 
grade elevation of the channel, whichever is lower. The contractor would place water tight 
casings/caissons around the drilled shaft to be removed and dewater the area prior to removal. 
The use of water tight casings would prevent sediment from the drill shaft removal from entering 
the river. Once the area is sufficiently dry to perform the removal, drill shafts would be removed 
to the elevation described above. Drilled shaft removal within the channel would be coordinated 
with the USACE to occur during predicted periods of low flow in the West Fork Trinity River.   
 
The design of the SH 121 Bridges complies with the USACE recommended bridge clearance of 
SPF+4 feet with a potential secant wall through the levee. Sheet 9 depicts the plan view of the 
proposed SH 121 bridge project.  Sheets 11 through 13 show the proposed bridge cross-
sections at the SH 121 northbound frontage road, southbound frontage road, and general 
purpose lane bridges over the West Fork Trinity River.  Sheet 14 through 17 show the 
proposed bridge profiles at the entrance ramp from Sylvania Avenue to southbound SH 121 
(SYL-121S), exit ramp from southbound SH 121 to Belknap Street (121S-BEL), direct connector 
from SH 121 to Spur 280 (121S-280), and direct connector from southbound IH 35W to 
northbound SH 121 (35S-121N), respectively. 
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Table 2: Proposed SH 121 Bridge Details 

Description / 
Location Alignment 

Station 

Length   
(ft) 

Width    
(ft) Lanes Total 

Spans 
Spans 
within 
Trinity 

Number 
of 

Bents    

Number 
of 

Bents 
within 
Trinity    

No. 
of 

Col 

Col 
Size   
(IN) 

Bent 
Drill 

Shaft 
Size   
(IN) 

 

No. 
of 

Abut 

No. 
of 

Drill 
Shaft 

Begin End 

Proposed SH 121 Bridges Crossing the West Fort Trinity River 
SH121 NB General 
Purpose (non-toll)  
Lane over Trinity River 
/ 287-35N / 4th St. 

121NB 52+78. 90+88. 3810 82 5 29 7 28 6 9 48 48 1 9 

SH121 SB General 
Purpose (non-toll)  
Lane over Trinity River 
/ 35WNB / 35WSB / 
4th St. / RR 

121SB 52+78. 103+66. 5088 58 3 40 6 37 5 6 48 48 1 6 

Weatherford over 
Trinity River WEATH 40+77. 47+72. 695 37 2 6 6 5 5 4 36 36 2 5 

Ramp from 
Weatherford to 
Belknap  

WEA-BEL 12+55. 19+72. 717 28 1 6 6 5 5 3 36 36 2 4 

Exit Ramp from SB 
SH121 to Belknap 121S-BEL 32+45. 45+40. 1295 28 1 10 5 9 4 3 48 48 2 4 

Ramp form Sylvania 
to SB SH 121 SYL-121S 15+90. 26+23. 1033 28 1 9 7 8 6 3 36 36 1 4 

Exit Ramp from 
SH121 to Spur280 121S-280 23+17. 77+63. 5446 40 2 45 6 44 5 4 48 48 2 5 

NB IH35W Frontage 
Road-South Section 
over Trinity River 

35FRN2 847+30. 860+79. 1349 48.5 3 11 7 10 6 7 42 48 2 7 

SB IH 35W Frontage 
Road-South Section 
over Trinity River 

35FRS2 849+22. 860+85. 1163 36.5 2 9 6 8 5 5 42 48 2 5 
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IH 35W Northbound Frontage Road at Ham Branch 
Ham Branch provides hydraulic mitigation (valley storage) and aquatic mitigation for the Central 
City Project.  The Central City Project is documented in the Final Supplement No.1 to the Final 
EIS dated March 2008 and the Final Modified Project Report dated April 2008 (part of 
Administrative Record at TxDOT Fort Worth District - available for viewing or access by an open 
records request).   
 
In order to avoid impacts to the Central City Project’s valley storage area, the proposed IH 35W 
northbound frontage road between East 4th Street and the existing levee at Ham Branch has 
been modified from the original proposed design.   It would tie back to the existing two-way 
frontage prior to impacting the existing levee clear zone.  Frontage road design speed within this 
area has been reduced to 30 miles per hour to minimize the impacts to the valley storage and 
aquatic mitigation area.  Proposed ROW has been modified to match the updated construction 
limits in this area.  The proposed bridge bent locations for 280-MLN and 287-121N have been 
modified to fall outside of the levee clear zone.  The bridge structures crossing(5)(see Figure 2, 
EA attachment) the Ham Branch levee provide greater than 20 feet of vertical clearance.  This 
complies with the recommended vertical bridge clearance by the USACE to allow for TRWD 
inspection and thus eliminates the need for secant walls. 
 
This proposed frontage road and bridge bent locations at Ham Branch would not impact the 
levee system and are outside the boundaries of the Central City project’s valley storage area.  
Refer to Sheet 1 for the general location of this project; Sheet 18 for the plan layout at this 
crossing in relation to the Central City project boundary; Sheet 19 for the close-up aerial view of 
the project; and, Enclosure C for the layout revisions made by TxDOT in order to minimize the 
impacts to Ham Branch.  
 
IV. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

 
This section describes the environmental effects of the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge 
projects and the consequences of the No Action and Proposed Actions. 
 

A. Biological Resources 
 

1. Natural Regions and Vegetation Type 
 
The proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge projects are located within the Cross Timbers region 
and the Grand Prairie sub-region of Texas (Omernik, 1987). According to the Texas Parks and 
Wildlife Department’s (TPWD) Vegetation Types of Texas maps (1984), the proposed IH 35W 
and SH 121 bridge projects are within the Crops and Urban physiognomic regions.  The 
vegetation in the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge projects is consistent with the Urban 
physiognomic region.  The dominant vegetation type is maintained vegetation, at times 
interspersed with a variety of broadleaf herbaceous plants. The dominant species throughout 
the ROW is Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon). 
 
No Action 
No impacts to vegetation within the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge project boundaries 
and Fort Worth Floodway would occur under the No Action Alternative. 
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Proposed Action 
One riparian area along Ham Branch bisects a woodlot (1.23 acres) bounded by IH 35W to the 
west, a railroad to the north and North-South Service Road East to the east. The overstory 
vegetation of this woodlot/riparian area consists of mature trees including American elm (Ulmus 
crassifolia, 40%) ranging from saplings to 21-inch diameter at breast height (dbh), sugarberry 
(Celtis laevigata, 30%) ranging from saplings to 16-inch dbh, black willow (Salix nigra, 10%) 
ranging from saplings to a multi-trunked 30 inch dbh, and green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 
10%) ranging from saplings to 6 inches dbh. Silk tree (Albizia julibrissin), white mulberry 
(Morus alba), and box-elder (Acer negundo) comprise the remaining 10%. Chinese privet 
(Ligustrum sinense), saw greenbrier (Smilax bona-nox), common greenbrier 
(Smilax rotundifolia), grape (Vitis sp.), poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans), Virginia wild rye 
(Elymus virginiana) and overstory saplings such as sugarberry, black willow and white mulberry 
were observed in the understory.  Canopy coverage is approximately 70%. Trees comprising 
these riparian areas range in height from 1-foot saplings to 60-foot tall mature trees. 
 
Mitigation for the loss of riparian habitat (1.23 acres) would be in accordance with 
Provision (4)(A)(ii) of the  Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between TxDOT and TPWD.  
During construction, TxDOT would minimize the amount of wildlife habitat disturbed. Riparian 
mitigation would occur at an off-site mitigation bank. The specific mitigation bank has not been 
determined but would be selected from a list that serves the Fort Worth District. During final 
design, riparian areas may not require clearing if they are beyond the safety clear zone, are in 
areas where guard fencing may be used, or if other design options are found practicable for 
preserving these features. Every effort would be made to avoid and/or minimize impacts to the 
aforementioned areas. 
 

2. Fish and Wildlife Species 
 
Wildlife in the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge project areas include a wide variety of year-
round resident and migratory land and shore birds as well as mammals, reptiles, amphibians, 
and invertebrates adapted to urban environments. Common mammal species include coyotes 
(Canis latrans), bobcats (Lynx rufus), raccoons (Procyon lotor), opossums 
(Didelphis virginiana), eastern cottontails (Sylvilagus floridanus), beaver (Castor canadensis), 
stripped skunks (Mephitis mephitis), and various rodent species. Aquatic species vary, but 
generally include a mix of native and exotic fish species such as largemouth bass 
(Micropterus salmoides), sunfish species (Lepomis sp.), channel catfish (Ictalurus punctatus), 
common carp (Cyprinus carpio), red shiner (Cyprinella lutrensis), golden shiner 
(Notemigonus crysoleucas), fathead minnow (Pimephales promelas), and topminnow species 
(Fundulus sp.).  
 
No Action 
The No Action would not impact any fish and wildlife species within the boundaries of the Fort 
Worth Floodway because no construction activities would occur. 
 
Proposed Action 
The proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge projects are located in an urban environment.  Fish 
and wildlife species present in the area are adapted to urban activities and surroundings.  
Impacts to wildlife and their habitats would be temporary and limited to the aquatic environment 
during the construction phase. Modal organisms can exit the area. Those more sedentary would 
be impacted due to siltation, turbidity, and dewatering as a result of the installation or removal of 
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bridge columns. Construction would occur during low flow conditions. Impacted areas would be 
kept to a minimum.  Impacts would be avoided by using construction techniques such as 
precast bridge piers or floating platforms would be used for construction equipment within the 
waters of the U.S. 
 

3. Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
No Action 
No impacts to threatened or endangered species would occur under the No Action. 
 
Proposed Action 
The Natural Diversity Database (NDD), available through the TPWD, was consulted on 
November 1, 2011, to determine if any threatened/endangered or rare species, natural plant 
communities, or special features had been recorded within the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 
bridge project areas.  According to NDD data, one sighting has occurred within 1.5 miles of the 
proposed project.  A rookery (element of occurrence identification [EO ID] 3282) is located near 
the southern limit of the proposed project, on the west side of IH 35W.  It is described as a 
nesting colony of Cattle Egret (Bubulcus ibis), Little Blue Heron (Egretta caerulea), Great Egret 
(Ardea alba), Black-Crowned Night-Heron (Nycticorax nycticorax), and Snowy Egret 
(Egretta thula). The rookery is bordered by Spur 280/5th Street to the south and the Union 
Pacific Railroad to the east.  The western limits of the proposed improvements along Belknap 
Street and Weatherford Street are within the boundaries of the rookery.  However, the directions 
according to the EO Record, state that the rookery is located in a wooded lot near an industrial 
plant in the city; at the intersection of Belknap and Main Streets, along the West Fork Trinity 
River.  This location is outside the limits of the proposed improvements; therefore, it is not 
anticipated that the proposed project would impact this community.  No additional sightings are 
reported within 1.5 miles of the proposed project, and no managed areas are recorded within 
1.5 miles of the proposed project.  Sightings reported greater than 1.5 miles, but less than 
10 miles, from the proposed project are listed below in Table 3. The proposed project would not 
impact these communities.  One managed area is recorded greater than 1.5 miles, but less than 
10 miles, from the proposed project.  The Benbrook Lake (USACE) Managed Area is located 
approximately 9.3 miles southwest of the proposed project.  The proposed project would not 
impact this managed area.  Due to the limitations of NDD information, the results of the 
database search cannot be interpreted as presence/absence data. 
 

Table 3: NDD Data Search Results 
EO 
Id Scientific Name Common Name Federal 

Status 
State 

Status 

2127 Quercus stellata-Quercus marilandica 
series 

Post oak-blackjack 
oak series   

549 Rookery    
769 Rookery    
7373 Rookery    
5905 Schizachyrium scoparium-

Sorghastrum nutans series 
Little bluestem-

Indiangrass series   
3396 Thamnophis sirtalis annectens Texas garter snake –  
“–“ –  No designation occurring within identified county 
“blank“ – Rare, but with no regulatory listing status 
Source:  TPWD TxNDD, November 1, 2011 
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Absence of information in an area does not mean absence of occurrence. Given the small 
proportion of public versus private land in Texas, the NDD does not include a representative 
inventory of rare resources in the state. Data from the NDD do not provide a definitive statement 
as to the presence, absence, or condition of special species, natural communities, or other 
significant features within your project area. These data cannot substitute for an on-site 
evaluation by qualified biologists. 
 
A review of state and federal lists of threatened and endangered species for Tarrant County was 
performed. On December 18 and 19, 2008, March 3, 2011, qualified biologists conducted field 
reconnaissance of the project area, identifying potential habitat and noting the presence of 
wildlife. The federal and state-listed threatened and endangered species of Tarrant County that 
could be impacted by the proposed bridges are shown in Table 4. A discussion of the species 
that may be impacted by the Proposed Action, if implemented, follows the table. 
 

Table 4: Federal & State Listed Threatened/Endangered Species, and Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department’s Species of Concern, Tarrant County 

SPECIES FEDERAL 
STATUS 

STATE 
STATUS 

DESCRIPTION OF 
SUITABLE HABITAT 

HABITAT 
PRESENT 

SPECIES 
EFFECT 

PERTINENT 
PROJECT 

INFOMATION 
MOLLUSKS 

Fawnsfoot 
Truncilla 
donaciformis 

__ __ 

Small and large rivers 
especially on sand, mud, rocky 
mud, and sand and gravel, 
also silt and cobble bottoms in 
still to swiftly flowing waters; 
Red (historic), Cypress 
(historic), Sabine (historic), 
Neches, Trinity, and San 
Jacinto River basins. 

Yes May impact 

Individuals could be 
adversely impacted 
during construction; 
however, best 
management practices 
(BMPs) would minimize 
potential impacts.  
There is potential 
habitat present such as 
creeks, rivers, or 
reservoirs. 

Little 
spectaclecase 
Villosa lienosa 

__ __ 

Creeks, rivers, and reservoirs, 
sandy substrates in slight to 
moderate current, usually 
along the banks in slower 
currents; east Texas, Cypress 
through San Jacinto River 
basins. 

Yes May impact 

Individuals could be 
adversely impacted 
during construction; 
however, BMPs would 
minimize potential 
impacts.  There is 
potential habitat 
present such as creeks, 
rivers, or reservoirs.   

Louisiana 
pigtoe 
Pleurobema 
riddellii 

__ T 

Streams and moderate-size 
rivers, usually flowing water on 
substrates of mud, sand, and 
gravel; not generally known 
from impoundments; Sabine, 
Neches, and Trinity (historic) 
River basins. 

Yes May impact 

Individuals could be 
adversely impacted 
during construction; 
however, BMPs would 
minimize potential 
impacts.  There is 
potential habitat 
present such as 
streams and moderate 
sized rivers. 

Texas 
heelsplitter 
Potamilus 
amphichaenus 

__ T 
Quiet waters in mud or sand 
and also in reservoirs. Sabine, 
Neches, and Trinity River 
basins. 

Yes May impact 

Individuals could be 
adversely impacted 
during construction; 
however, BMPs would 
minimize potential 
impacts.  There is 
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Table 4: Federal & State Listed Threatened/Endangered Species, and Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department’s Species of Concern, Tarrant County 

SPECIES FEDERAL 
STATUS 

STATE 
STATUS 

DESCRIPTION OF 
SUITABLE HABITAT 

HABITAT 
PRESENT 

SPECIES 
EFFECT 

PERTINENT 
PROJECT 

INFOMATION 
potential habitat 
present such as quiet 
perennial streams. 

REPTILES 

Texas garter 
snake 
Thamnophis 
sirtalis 
annectens 

__ __ 

Wet or moist microhabitats are 
conducive to the species 
occurrence, but are not 
necessarily restricted to them; 
hibernates underground or in 
or under surface cover; breeds 
March-August. 

Yes May impact 

There is potential 
habitat present such as 
wet or moist 
microhabitats within the 
construction limits of 
the Proposed Action. 

Timber/ 
Canebrake 
rattlesnake 
Crotalus 
horridus 

 T 

Swamps, floodplains, upland 
pine and deciduous 
woodlands, riparian zones, 
abandoned farmland; 
limestone bluffs, sandy soil, or 
black clay; prefers dense 
ground cover, i.e. grapevines 
or palmetto. 

Yes No impact 
There is potential 
habitat present such as 
floodplains and low- 
quality riparian habitat.  

LE/LT – Federally Listed Endangered/Threatened 
C – Federal Candidate for Listing 
DL – Federally Delisted 
E, T – State Listed Endangered/Threatened 
“–“ –  Rare or Species of Concern, but no regulatory listing status 
Sources:  U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, TPWD Wildlife Division, Diversity and Habitat Assessment Programs, County Lists of Texas Special 
Species, and Field Visit (December 18 and 19, 2008, and March 3, 2011). Table Version: January 4,-2012 

 
There are no federally listed species within the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge project 
areas.  After habitat requirements were reviewed and field surveys were conducted,, it was 
determined that the Proposed Action would have no effect on any federally listed species, its 
habitat, or designated critical habitat. However, construction of the Proposed Action may 
temporarily impact the following state-listed species and species of concern and their habitats: 
 

 Mollusks - No mollusks or broken shells were observed during the field reconnaissance 
of the West Fork Trinity River within the limits of the Proposed Action at each location; 
however, a comprehensive biological survey for the presence of mollusks was not 
conducted. Based on the mollusk habitat requirements, it is assumed that the West Fork 
Trinity River could contain habitat capable of supporting the following mollusks: 
fawnsfoot, little spectaclecase, Louisiana pigtoe, and Texas heelsplitter. 
 
During construction of the Proposed Action, if implemented, there is the potential for 
temporary impacts to the mollusks and habitats from adverse water quality conditions 
from construction area storm water runoff. However, best management practices (BMPs) 
would minimize potential impacts. It is anticipated that cofferdams and associated 
dewatering activities would be conducted so that heavy equipment could be placed on 
the streambeds to construct the bridges. Bridge expansions associated with the 
Proposed Action, if implemented, would permanently impact mollusks and habitat at the 
proposed project.  In order to protect mollusk species from permanent impacts, 
requirements would consist of conducting a survey to determine the presence of the 
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species and, if present, relocate the species and monitor their survival for five years or 
prohibiting dewatering and equipment crossings within the West Fork Trinity River. 
 
If the Proposed Action is implemented, mitigation for project impacts that might occur to 
mollusk habitats would consist of the water quality measures. A project specific Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SW3P) would specify temporary and permanent 
erosion control measures, as well as drainage and discharge control. The SW3P would 
include erosion, sediment, and post-construction Total Suspended Solids (TSS) control 
BMPs such as the application of temporary vegetation for erosion control, installation of 
silt fences combined with rock berms for sedimentation control, and installation of 
vegetative filter strips and vegetation lined drainage ditches control post-construction 
TSS. To further protect water quality, soil disturbances would be limited to minimize 
excessive erosion and avoid sedimentation outside of the ROW and drainage 
easements. Existing vegetation would be preserved wherever possible.  
 
The contractor would take appropriate measures to prevent, minimize, and control 
spillage of hazardous materials in the construction staging area so that these materials 
do not migrate into creeks and streams. Efforts would also be made to prevent 
permanent water pollution by reducing fertilizer and pesticide use during the installation 
and maintenance of landscaping. These water quality measures would minimize impacts 
to mollusk habitats. 

 
 Texas Garter Snake - No Texas garter snakes were observed during the field 

reconnaissance of the project areas; however, a comprehensive biological survey for the 
presence of the Texas garter snake was not conducted. Based on the Texas garter 
snakes’ habitat requirements shown in Table 4, the West Fork Trinity River that 
traverses the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge projects could contain wet or moist 
microhabitats that might serve as Texas garter snake habitat, such as Ham Branch.    
 

 Timber/Canebrake Rattlesnake - No timber/canebrake rattlesnakes were observed 
during the field reconnaissance within the limits of the project areas; however, a 
comprehensive biological survey for the presence of timber/canebrake rattlesnake was 
not conducted. Based on the timber/canebrake rattlesnake’s habitat requirements shown 
in Table 4, the West Fork Trinity River that traverses the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 
bridge projects has the potential to contain timber/canebrake rattlesnake habitat 
(floodplains), such as Ham Branch. 
 
Although there is potential for some state listed species and species of concern to occur 
within the West Fork Trinity River, the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge projects’ 
footprints are small and disturbances would be kept to a minimum.  No substantial 
adverse impacts to these species are anticipated.  If present, the Texas garter snake 
and timber/canebrake rattlesnake would have the capability to reestablish themselves 
from the project area. During construction of the Proposed Action, if implemented, there 
would be temporary impacts to streams which could serve as Texas garter snake and 
timber/canebrake rattlesnake habitat. After construction, the impacted areas of these 
streams would be returned to preconstruction contours and any Texas garter snake and 
timber/canebrake rattlesnake habitat would reestablish itself.  Prior to construction at the 
crossings, the construction team would be trained to properly identify the Texas garter 
snake and timber/canebrake rattlesnake and would be instructed to avoid injury to both 
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species.  Should either species be observed, construction activities would stop 
immediately and the TxDOT District Biologist would be notified. 

 
4. Migratory Birds 

 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 states that it is unlawful to kill, capture, collect, possess, 
buy, sell, trade, or transport any migratory bird, nest, young, feather, or egg in part or in whole, 
without a federal permit issued in accordance within the Act’s policies and regulations. 
Abandoned Cliff Swallow (Petrochelidon pyrrhonota) nests were observed under both SH 121 
bridges crossing(4)(see Figure 2, EA Appendix) the West Fork Trinity River. 
 
No Action 
No impacts to migratory birds would occur under the No Action. 
 
Proposed Action 
The bridges would be inspected for nests before construction is initiated.  In the event that 
migratory birds are encountered on-site during project construction, adverse impacts on 
protected birds, active nests, eggs, and/or young would be avoided. The contractor would 
remove all old/abandoned migratory bird nests from October 1 to February 15 from any 
structure where work would be conducted. In addition, the contractor would be prepared to 
prevent migratory birds from building nests between February 15 and October 1, per the 
Environmental Permits, Issues, and Commitments (EPIC) plans.  No work would take place if 
active nesting is present at any of the bridges to be constructed/reconstructed.  The EPIC sheet, 
found in the Environmental Compliance Oversight System, documents and communicates 
permit issues and environmental commitments that must be incorporated into the Plans, 
Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E). 
 

5. Water Resources 
 

a. Water Quality 
 
Storm water runoff from the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge projects would flow into 
Segment 0806 (West Fork Trinity River below Lake Worth).  According to the 2008 Clean Water 
Act (CWA) Section 303(d) list, Segment 0806 is impaired due to polychlorinated biphenyls in 
fish tissue.  
 
No Action 
If the proposed bridge improvements are not implemented, there would be no effect on existing 
water quality.  The existing condition would remain. 
 
Proposed Action 
The proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge projects are within 5 miles upstream of the threatened 
or impaired segment. The water quality of wetlands and waters in the state shall be maintained 
in accordance with all applicable provisions of the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards 
including the General, Narrative and Numerical Criteria. To minimize the runoff from the 
proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge projects into the impaired water body, BMPs such as 
filtration mechanisms would be installed to collect the runoff from the bridges prior to 
discharging into the West Fork Trinity River.    
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b. Federal Emergency Management Agency Floodplain 
 
Executive Order 11988 requires federal agencies to avoid, to the extent possible, the long and 
short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and 
to avoid direct and indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable 
alternative. In accomplishing this objective, "each agency shall provide leadership and shall take 
action to reduce the risk of flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, 
and welfare, and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains 
in carrying out its responsibilities" for the following actions:  
 

 acquiring, managing, and disposing of federal lands and facilities; 
 providing federally-undertaken, financed, or assisted construction and improvements; 
 conducting federal activities and programs affecting land use, including but not limited to 

water and related land resources planning, regulation, and licensing activities. 
 
According to National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 
bridge projects are within special flood hazard areas inundated by the 100-year flood (Zone AE).  
 
No Action 
Implementation of the No Action would have no effect on floodplains. 
 
Proposed Action 
 
Drainage Basin Delineation and Hydrologic Study 
 
The West Fork Trinity River discharges used in the Hydrologic Engineering Center's-River 
Analysis System (HEC-RAS) model developed by the USACE and provided to TXDOT will be 
used in the analysis of the proposed bridges.  
 

 IH 35W Bridges, Crossings (3 and 5)(see Figure 2, EA attachment)  
The proposed IH 35W bridge crossing would be multiple parallel bridges (see Table 1 for 
the bridge details). Because the distances between the proposed IH 35W bridges are short, 
the proposed structures were simulated as a single bridge approximately 520 feet wide. The 
hydrologic study was based on the USACE’s West Fork Trinity River HEC River Analysis 
System (HEC-RAS) model. The USACE’s model was based on the City of Fort Worth’s 
2008 Central City Project. HEC RAS model results for the proposed crossing indicated the 
proposed water surface elevation during a 100-year flood was 523.70 feet; an increase of 
0.16 feet compared to the existing condition due to the proposed bridge widening.  This net 
increase falls within the FEMA criteria limit of less than one foot increase; however, it does 
not meet the CDC requirement of no rise in the 100-year or SPF elevation.  Further detailed 
design modification to the IH 35W Bridge and channel would ensure a no net increase in 
water surface to match the FEMA established water surface elevation upstream and 
downstream of the proposed project. USACE levee standards require the lower chord 
elevations of all proposed bridges crossing the West Fork Trinity River to have at least three 
feet of clearance (freeboard) above the Trinity River SPF elevation.  The SPF water surface 
elevation at the proposed IH 35W bridges is 533.89 feet; therefore, the proposed updates 
meet the minimum freeboard requirements and would not affect the West Fork Trinity River 
hydraulic study results. 
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 SH 121 Bridges, Crossing (4 and 5)(see Figure 2, EA attachment) 
The proposed SH 121 bridge crossing would be multiple parallel bridges (see Table 2 for 
the bridge details).  Because of the narrow distances between the proposed SH 121 
bridges, the proposed structures were simulated as a single bridge approximately 435 feet 
wide. The hydraulic study was based on the USACE West Fork Trinity River HEC-RAS 
model.  HEC RAS model results for the proposed crossings indicated the proposed water 
surface elevation during a 100-year flood was 522.56feet; an increase of 0.16 feet 
compared to the existing condition due to the proposed bridge construction. This net 
increase falls within the FEMA criteria limit of less than one foot increase; however, it does 
not meet the CDC requirement of no rise in the 100-year or SPF elevation.  Further detailed 
design modification to the SH 121 Bridge and channel would ensure a no net increase in 
water surface and match the FEMA established water surface elevation upstream and 
downstream of the proposed project.  USACE levee standards require the lower chord 
elevations of all proposed bridges crossing the West Fork Trinity River to have at least three 
feet of clearance (freeboard) above the West Fork Trinity River elevation. The SPF water 
surface elevation at the proposed SH 121 bridges is 531.27 feet; therefore, the proposed 
updates meet the minimum freeboard requirements and would not affect the West Fork 
Trinity River hydraulic study results. Refer to Enclosure B for the HEC RAS model results.  

 
 Belknap Bridge 
The existing historic East Belknap Street Bridge at the West Fork Trinity River would remain 
and a new parallel structure would be constructed to the south that links Belknap Street with 
Weatherford Street.  The low chord of the historic bridge currently does not meet a 
clearance of SPF+3.  In addition, the new parallel structure would not meet a clearance of 
SPF+3 because the proposed alignment of the new parallel structure converges with the 
historic East Belknap Street Bridge at the west end of the two structures. The existing East 
Belknap Street Bridge cannot be raised because it is NRHP eligible under Criterion C for 
Engineering at the state level.  The existing East Belknap Street Bridge, upstream of the 
new East Belknap Street Bridge, would act as a dam in case of a flood rising to the SPF+3 
elevation.  

 
Hydraulic design practices for the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge projects would be in 
accordance with current TxDOT and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) design policies 
and standards. The Proposed Action would meet all requirements of the FEMA regulations.  
The proposed IH 35W and SH 121 Bridges over the West Fork Trinity River would provide a 
minimum three-foot clearance above the SPF elevation or the levee crest (SPF+4) to the bottom 
of the bridge beams. Tarrant County and the City of Fort Worth are participants in the NFIP. 
Federal directives require interstate highways, bridges, and culverts be designed for the 2% 
annual exceedance probability (AEP) flood event.  All facilities must be evaluated to the 1% 
AEP flood event.  Participants of the NFIP are required to regulate development in the 100-year 
floodplain in exchange for the availability of federal flood insurance, disaster insurance, and 
federally backed loans for the community. This responsibility falls to the local floodplain 
administrator who issues permits (where applicable) and keeps records of all development in 
the 100-year floodplain. Coordination with the TRWD, the local sponsor of the Fort Worth 
Floodway for construction within the Fort Worth Floodway, is required. 
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c. Waters of the U.S. 
 
The proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge projects cross the West Fork Trinity River, a perennial 
stream, and its associated levees.  The river’s most utilized amenities are the hike and bike 
trails located along its banks. 
 
No Action 
No impacts to wetlands or waters of the U.S. located within the levee system boundaries would 
occur under the No Action. 
 
Proposed Action 
The secant walls shown in Sheets 4 and 9 are approximate location placement within the levee.  
They would be constructed along the highest point along the levee and span the length of the IH 
35W and SH 121 ROW.   
 
The Proposed Action would include demolition of existing structures, boring, open-cutting, and 
overhead bridge construction activities, which would cause minimal to no impacts to waters of 
the U.S. under jurisdiction of Section 404 of the CWA.  The waterways crossed by IH 35W and 
SH 121 are not navigable waterways. The final design and details (i.e. materials and reinforcing 
steel) of the secant walls and the bridges would also be determined during the construction 
phase.  Potential impacts of the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge projects are detailed in 
Table 5. Refer to Sheets 4 and 10 for the close-up aerial views of the IH 35W and SH 121 
bridge projects. 
 

Table 5: Waters of the U.S. Within Existing and Proposed ROW 

Crossing Crossing 
Type 

Type of 
Waters of 
the U.S. 

Nature of 
Proposed 

Action 

Approximate 
acres 

(linear feet) 
within ROW 

Approximate 
Acres 

(linear feet) 
Permanent 

Impacts 

Proposed 
Permit 

Crossing(3 & 5) 
IH 35W bridge 
over West Fork 

Trinity River  

Single 
and 

complete 
River 

Bridge 
columns 

installation 
5.50 
(350) 

0.02 
(105) 

NWP 25/ 
RGP 12 

Crossing(4) 
SH 121 bridge 
over West Fork 

Trinity River 

Single 
and 

complete 
River 

Bridge 
columns 

installation 
5.51 
(320) 

0.02 
(117) 

NWP 25/ 
RGP 12 

 
The Proposed Action can be authorized by Nationwide Permit (NWP) 25: Structural Discharges 
or Regional General Permit (RGP) 12: Modification and Alterations of Corps of Engineers 
Projects in conjunction with the Section 408 approval process. The 2007 NWP have expired and 
2012 NWP are in place.  The RGP 8 of the 2012 nationwide permits states: 
 

“The applicant shall notify the Fort Worth District Engineer in accordance with the 
NWP General Condition 31 (Pre-Construction Notification) for any regulated 
activity where the applicant is proposing work that would result in the modification 
or alteration of any completed Corps of Engineer projects that are either locally or 
federally maintained and for work that would occur within the conservation pool 
or flowage easement of any Corps of Engineers Lake project. PCN's cannot be 
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deemed complete until such time as the USACE has made a determination 
relative to 33 USC Section 408, 33 CFR Part 208, Section 208.10, 33 CFR Part 
320, Section 320.4.” 

 
Therefore a separate PCN would be required if the NWP 25 is used.  A Section 404/10 permit 
decision cannot be made until the Section 408 review process is complete.  If the RGP is used,   
the conditions of the RGP would need to be met during the Section 408 review process which 
includes the clear identification of impacts to waters of the U.S.  If the RGP is used, the 
Section 404/10 process would be considered complete once the Section 408 process has been 
authorized. 
 
General Condition 21 of the NWP Program requires applicants to comply with Section 401 of 
the CWA. Compliance with Section 401 requires the use of BMPs to manage water quality on 
construction sites. Section 401 Water Quality Certification was issued in association with the 
NWP or RGP as appropriate. 
 

B. Cultural Resources 
 

1. Archeology 
 
A TxDOT archeologist evaluated the potential for the proposed projects to affect archeological 
historic properties (36 CFR 800.16(l)) or State Archeological Landmarks (SAL) (13 Texas 
Administrative Code 26.12) in the Area of Potential Effects (APE). The APE for archeology is 
the footprint of the proposed ROW. The existing ROW footprint is typically 350 feet wide. At the 
West Fork Trinity River, the proposed design calls for widening the existing bridge which would 
have impacts to a depth of more than 12 feet. 
 
Section 106 review and consultation proceeded in accordance with the First Amended 
Programmatic Agreement among the FHWA, TxDOT, State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO), and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding the Implementation of 
Transportation Undertakings (PA-TU), as well as the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
between the Texas Historical Commission (THC) and TxDOT. The following documentation 
presents TxDOT’s findings and explains the basis for those findings. 
 
Section 106 consultation with federally recognized Native American tribes with a demonstrated 
historic interest in the area was initiated on April 7, 2009. No objections or expressions of 
concern were received within the comment period. 
 
No Action 
Implementation of the No Action would have no effect on archeological resources in the 
proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge project areas. 
 
Proposed Action 
A review of the Texas Archeological Sites Atlas revealed two previously recorded prehistoric 
archeological sites (41TR202 and 41TR203) within 1 kilometer of the APE (on either side of 
IH 35W on the north bank floodplain of the West Fork Trinity River directly adjacent to the 
proposed IH 35W bridge project area). The eligibility of sites 41TR202 and 41TR203 for 
inclusion in the NRHP or for formal designation as a SAL has not been determined. Therefore, 
archeological investigations are required to determine the eligibility of archeological deposits in 
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portions of these sites that extend into the proposed undertaking's APE. Because right-of-entry 
was denied by the property owner, TxDOT would conduct an archeological survey once ROW is 
acquired.  In the event that unanticipated archeological deposits are encountered during 
construction, work in the immediate area will cease and TxDOT archeological staff will be 
contacted to initiate post-review discovery procedures under the provisions of the PA and MOU. 
 

2. Standing Structures 
 
TxDOT historians determined that the Fort Worth Floodway and West Fork Trinity River Levees 
are eligible to be listed in the NRHP.   The levee system was constructed between 1950 and 
1958 and was included in the list of NRHP eligible resources attached to the PA between the 
USACE and the Texas SHPO signed March 17, 2006. While the SHPO’s determination does 
not inventory all of the levee system’s contributing features, the levees in the project APE 
extend approximately 24 miles along the West Fork Trinity River and its tributaries in Tarrant 
County. The levee system is NRHP eligible as a historic landscape under Criterion A: 
Community Development at the local level. It is also NRHP eligible for Criterion C: Engineering 
at the state level. 
 
The East Belknap Street at West Fork Trinity River Bridge was constructed in 1932. It is the 
longest concrete cantilever span bridge in Texas in terms of both its main span and its overall 
length. Decorative features include a pointed arch motif on the piers, bents, and railings. It is 
NRHP eligible under Criterion C for Engineering at the state level. 
 
No Action 
Implementation of the No Action would have no effect on existing standing structures in the 
proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge project areas. 
 
Proposed Action 
In accordance with 36 CFR 800.5, TxDOT Historians applied the Criteria of Adverse Effect and 
determined that the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge projects would have no adverse effect 
and de minimis impacts to the NRHP eligible Fort Worth Floodway system (Resource #41).  
THC concurred with these findings on September 12, 2011. The estimated size of 
Resource #41 is approximately 1,164 acres that represents two levees with 200-foot wide bases 
on each side of the 24 miles of NRHP eligible waterway. The proposed IH 35W and SH 121 
bridge projects would require 5.57 acres of new easements from the Floodway along the crest 
of the right bank levee. This represents 0.47% of the historic property. Using 5.57 acres of the 
floodway would neither change the contours of the levee nor hinder its operation as a 
component of the flood control system. Thus, the proposed use would have no adverse effect to 
the property’s integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or 
association. 
 
The cultural resources agency coordination efforts are documented in the IH 35W EA 
document. 
 

C. Hazardous Materials 
 
Pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act and 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), a preliminary investigation was 
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conducted to identify sites within the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge project areas which 
are "at risk" of environmental contamination by hazardous wastes and substances. 
 
The TxDOT Fort Worth District has procedures intended to minimize cost and construction 
delays when petroleum-contaminated soils are encountered during roadway construction. The 
Fort Worth District has a contractor to remove underground storage tanks (USTs); and a 
contract to excavate and haul petroleum-contaminated soils. This procedure has reduced the 
degree of impact that USTs could have for TxDOT construction activities. If this or any other 
type of encounter with hazardous substances does occur, it would be handled according to all 
applicable state, federal, and local regulations. 
 
The proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge project areas are located in an urban area with 
predominantly commercial and industrial land interspersed with residential properties. 
 
The scope of the preliminary investigation consisted of a review of the TxDOT-specified 
compliant federal and state environmental databases and the performance of a site visit to 
confirm information from the databases and note additional field observations. No land use 
history, title searches, records/historic aerial photographs/historic maps review, interviews, or 
consultation with local/state/federal authorities was conducted. A hazardous materials 
regulatory database search was conducted in November 2010 and site visits were completed on 
February 19, 2009 and March 3, 2011. The regulatory databases and specified search 
distances reviewed are shown in Table 6. 
 
Sites considered likely to be contaminated and within the proposed ROW or sites which have 
the potential to pose a hazard to construction of the Proposed Action are categorized as “high 
risk”. Examples of “high risk” sites include landfills or sites which have a subsurface plume of 
contamination with the potential to have migrated within the proposed project limits. Sites are 
categorized as “low risk” if available information indicated that some potential for contamination 
exists, but the site is not likely to pose a contamination problem to highway construction.   
 

Table 6: Federal and State Environmental Database Search 

Regulatory Database Reviewed Radius Search Distance 
Limits 

Federal National Priorities List  1.0 mile 
Federal Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) list 0.5 mile 
Federal RCRA Treatment, Storage, and Disposal facilities list 0.5 mile 
Federal RCRA Generators  Existing and proposed ROW 
National Response Center (formerly the Federal Emergency 
Response Notification System) list  Existing and proposed ROW 
State-equivalent CERCLIS list  1.0 mile 
State Landfill and/or Municipal Solid Waste Landfill Facility list 0.5 mile 
Texas Voluntary Compliance Program list 0.5 mile 
State Registered Leaking Petroleum Storage Tank list  0.5 mile 
State Registered Petroleum Storage Tank list  0.25 mile 
Source: TxDOT Hazardous Materials and Project Development website, 2010. 
http://www.txdot.gov/txdot_library/consultants_contractors/publications/environmental_resources.htm  

 
There are no low or high risk sites within or adjacent to the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge 
projects. 
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A visual survey of the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge project limits and surrounding area 
was performed by qualified personnel to identify possible hazardous materials within the ROW. 
No surface evidence of contamination as in stained, discolored, barren, exposed or foreign soil 
or dead, damaged, or stressed vegetation was observed. A buried natural gas pipeline 
traverses the proposed IH 35W bridge project on the levee side.  The presence of the natural 
gas pipeline within the proposed project can pose as a potential high risk during construction; 
however, in order to alleviate this condition, prior to construction, the exact location of the buried 
pipeline needs to be determined.  Implementation of the proposed project may require the 
relocation or adjustments of the pipeline.  The relocation and adjustment of any utilities would 
be coordinated with the affected utility owner to ensure that no substantial interruption or 
release of potential hazardous materials would take place.. 
 
No Action 
Under the No Action, no impacts to hazardous waste/substance are anticipated. 
 
Proposed Action 
The contractor would take appropriate measures to prevent, minimize, and control the spill of 
hazardous materials in the construction staging area. The use of construction equipment within 
sensitive areas would be minimized or eliminated entirely. All construction materials used for 
this project would be removed as soon as work schedules permit. 
 
The proposed IH 35W and SH 121 bridge projects include the demolition and/or renovation of 
bridges. The bridges may contain asbestos containing materials (ACM) and shall be inspected 
to verify the presence or absence of ACM. Prior to the bridge demolition(s), a 10-Day 
Notification shall be submitted to the Department of Health and Human Services.   
 

D. Recreation 
 
No Action 
Implementation of the No Action would not require displacement or relocation of any 
recreational resources.  
 
Proposed Action 
Recreational resources adjacent to the proposed project boundaries include Greenway Park, 
Delga Park, Riverside Park and Baseball Field, and the Trinity Trail.   
 
The Trinity Trail is a bicycle/pedestrian trail located adjacent to the West Fork Trinity River. 
Construction of new bridge structures would occur above the Trinity Trail on property owned by 
the TRWD. Construction would not be allowed on or over the trail during the hours of operation 
(6:00 am to 10:00 pm). All construction over the trails would take place outside of these times. 
No property ownership transfers for any portion of the hike and bike trail or for any property 
owned by TRWD would occur. No portion of the Trinity Trail or property owned by TRWD would 
be retained for long-term use by TxDOT. A portion of the trail at IH 35W and Delga Park would 
be shifted to accommodate the proposed bridge. Through coordination between TxDOT and 
TRWD, the final location of the reconstructed trail was determined to the satisfaction of TRWD 
(Sheet 5 and Enclosure D).   The proposed trail would be constructed while the existing trail 
remains in operation and before highway construction. Once the proposed trail has been 
completed, the existing trail would be removed and construction on the proposed IH 35W 
project would begin.  
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No other recreation facilities would be impacted by the Proposed Action.  
 

V. OTHER RESOURCES AND DISCUSSIONS 
The Indirect Effects, Cumulative Impacts, Public Involvement, other Socio-Economic, and 
Natural Resources discussions for the proposed project are discussed in the IH 35W EA 
(CSJ Nos. 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-268). 
 
VI. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
No substantial impacts to the human and natural environment are identified from the 
implementation of the Proposed Action. 
 
Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat 
Mitigation for the loss of the 1.23 acres of riparian habitat would be in accordance with Provision 
(4)(A)(ii) of the MOA between TxDOT and TPWD. Riparian habitat mitigation would occur at an 
off-site mitigation bank. The specific mitigation bank has not yet been determined but would be 
selected from a list the serves the Fort Worth District. 

 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
During construction of the Proposed Action, there is the potential for temporary impacts to two 
state threatened species (Louisiana pigtoe and Texas heelsplitter) and two state species of 
concern (fawnsfoot and little spectacle case), and their habitats from adverse water quality 
conditions from construction area storm water runoff. In addition to avoidance and minimization, 
mitigation for temporary project impacts that might occur to mollusk habitats would consist of the 
water quality measures discussed previously in the document.  In order to protect mussel 
species from permanent impacts, requirements would consist of either a survey to determine 
the presence of the species and, if present, relocate the species and monitor their survival for 
five years or prohibit dewatering and equipment crossings within the West Fork Trinity River. 

 
Also during construction, there would be temporary impacts to streams which could serve as 
Texas garter snake habitat and temporary impacts to floodplains and riparian zones which could 
serve as timber/canebrake rattlesnake habitat. After construction, the impacted areas would be 
returned to preconstruction contours and Texas garter snake and timber/canebrake rattlesnake 
habitats would reestablish themselves. Prior to construction at water crossings, the construction 
team would be trained to properly identify the Texas garter snake and timber canebrake 
rattlesnake and would be instructed to avoid injury to both species. Should either species be 
observed, construction activities would stop immediately and the TxDOT District Biologist would 
be notified immediately. 

 
Floodplains 
The Proposed Action crosses the West Fork Trinity River, Ham Branch, and flood zones. 
According to NFIP, Zone A and Zone AE are located in a special flood hazard area inundated 
by the 100-year flood level. The hydraulic design practices for the proposed IH 35W and SH 121 
bridge projects would be in accordance with current TxDOT and FHWA design policies and 
standards. The Proposed Action would meet all requirements from the FEMA regulations. The 
highway facility would permit the conveyance of the 100-year flood levels, inundation of the 
roadway being acceptable, without causing substantial damage to the roadway, stream, or other 
property. A portion of the Proposed Action is within the Regulated Floodway Zone. The 
proposed IH 35W and SH 121 Bridges over the West Fork Trinity River would provide a 
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minimum three-foot clearance above the SPF elevation or the levee crest (SPF+4) to the bottom 
of the bridge beams. Coordination with the TRWD (the local sponsor of the Fort Worth 
Floodway for construction within the Fort Worth Floodway) is required. 

 
Waters of the U.S. 
The Proposed Action can be authorized by NWP 25 with a PCN or RGP 12 in conjunction with 
the Section 408 approval process.  If temporary fills are needed in the jurisdictional waters then 
the affected areas would be returned to their pre-existing elevations. Channelization would not 
be required to construct the Proposed Action. Compensatory Mitigation including avoidance and 
minimization was completed during project review.  Impacts to waters of the United States will 
be minimal and no further Section 404 mitigation is proposed for impacts to waters of the United 
States. 

 
Water Quality 
General Condition 21 of the NWP Program requires applicants to comply with Section 401 of 
the CWA. Compliance with Section 401 requires the use of BMPs to manage water quality on 
construction sites. BMPs such as water treatment ponds or filtration mechanisms would be 
installed to collect the runoff from the bridges prior to discharge into the West Fork Trinity River.  
Currently, the 401 Water Quality Certification Conditions for the new NWPs are pending. Once 
TCEQ issues water quality certification conditions for the new NWPs, they would be 
incorporated into the EPIC sheet. 

 
Cultural Resources 
In the event that unanticipated archeological deposits are encountered during construction, work 
in the immediate area would cease and TxDOT archeological staff would be contacted to initiate 
post review discovery procedures under the provisions of the PA and MOU. 
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PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE
NTE MDP TRINITY RIVER OPTION 3

Low Probable High
1

Removals $0 $0 $0
Earthwork $0 $1,080,000 $0
Pavement $0 $0 $0
Curbs $0 $0 $0
Pedestrian Elements $0 $0 $0
Barriers and Rails $0 $0 $0
Walls $0 $3,466,667 $0

$0 $4,546,667 $0

2
Bridges $0 $1,418,064 $0

$0 $1,418,064 $0

3
Culverts $0 $0 $0
Headwalls & Wingwalls $0 $0 $0
SET's $0 $0 $0
Rip Rap $0 $0 $0
Storm Drainage $0 $0 $0
BMPs $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

4
Signing/Pavement Markings $0 $0 $0
Signals $0 $0 $0
Illumination $0 $0 $0
Toll Collection/Enforcement System $0 $0 $0
ITS $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

5
Aesthetics and Landscaping $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

6
Utility Relocations $0 $0 $0
Railroad $0 $0 $0
Other Costs $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

7
Traffic Control Plan & Maintenance $0 $596,473 $0

$0 $596,473 $0

8
Mobilization $0 $459,284 $0

$0 $459,284 $0

9
Insurance $0 $17,551 $0
Bonds $0 $52,654 $0

$0 $70,205 $0

10
ROW Cost $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

11
Environmental Mitigation based on EIS Commitments $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0

12
Prior Engineering / Legal / Financial Costs $0 $0 $0
Professional Services $0 $421,229 $0
Oversight Management $0 $140,410 $0
Construction Engineering & Inspection $0 $779,976 $0

$0 $1,341,615 $0

TOTAL OPTION 3 $0 $8,400,000 $10,100,000

Figure 3.13

Subtotal Group 10

Environmental Mitigation

Subtotal Group 11

Professional Services Support

Subtotal Group 12

20% contingency added for High

Right of Way

Context Sensitive Design

Subtotal Group 5

Third Party Costs

Subtotal Group 6

Maintenance of Traffic

Subtotal Group 7

Mobilization

Subtotal Group 8

Insurance & Bonds

Subtotal Group 9

Subtotal Group 4

Group 
No. Group Name Subgroup Name

Range of Cost

Roadway

Subtotal Group 1

Bridges

Subtotal Group 2

Drainage

Subtotal Group 3

Traffic

3/7/2011 IH35W_Triniter River Impact COST ESTIMATES_3-7-11.xlsx
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Enclosure B 
IH 35W Drainage Design Note



 1/15/2011  

  

IH 35W Drainage Design Note 
(South Section Addition (Sta 672+52 to Sta 959+40 )  
 
For TxDOT Fort Worth District 

  

  Civil Associates, Inc. 



Civil Associates, Inc. 

 

 

1   

 
 

 

IH 35W Drainage Design Note 
For TxDOT Fort Worth District 

The IH 35W project is divided into two portions: South and North Sections with 
separate CSJ No. The detailed project divide is as follows: 

North Section: 

CSJ: 0081-12-041 (from US 81/287 to Denton County line)(Sta. 1024 to Sta. 1445) 

CSJ: 0014-16-252 (from US 81/287 to IH 820)(Sta. 1445 to Sta. 1580) 

IH 820 Interchange not in scope (Sta. 1580 to Sta. 1672+50) 

South Section: 

CSJ: 0014-16-192 (IH 820 to SH 183) (Sta. 672+52 to Sta. 786) 

CSJ: 0014-16-193 (SH 183 to Northside Dr.)(Sta. 786 to Sta. 837) 

CSJ: 0014-16-179 (from Northside Dr. to Spur 280)(Sta. 837 to Sta. 959+40) 

The major objective of this project is to investigate and evaluate the current crossing 
structure status within the south section of the project limits because of the some 
modification since last submittal.  Based on that, the proposed solutions will be made 
for the underestimated existing crossing structures.  

 

Drainage Basin Delineation and Hydrologic Study 

Using HEC-GeoHMS, the drainage basins has been delineated (see attached figure 1 for 
detail). Two hydrologic study methods have been used for estimating the design flood 
discharges. USGS (United States Geologic Survey) regression equation method is used 
for the approximate study. And HEC-HMS program is used for the detailed study.  
USGS SSURGO 2.0 is used to calculate the weighted Curve Number and Aerial Express 
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2008 Area Planimetrics  is used for delieanating the land use map. The design discharge 
summary table is listed as follows and the detailed calculation results are attached in 
Appendix 1. 

   Design Discharge Summary Table in IH35W South Section  

Basin Information  HEC-HMS CIA Eq/Corps 
Model FIS Data 

Basin 
No Station  Areage  Creek Name Q50 Q100 Q50 Q100 Q50 Q100 

    sqmi   cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs 

S1 696+50 0.348 Trib of LF Creek 729 822 800 909     

S2 836+50 0.131 Trib of West Fork   
Not in study area             

S3 850+00 2200 West Fork of 
Trinity     43,700 54,700 37,700 46,000

S4 52+80 2200 West Fork of 
Trinity     46,800 54,700 37,700 46,000

S5 921+80 0.447 Trib of West Fork 1,116 1,260 1,477 1,678     

Notes: Trinity River Discharges listed here are from Corps HEC-RAS existing model    
 Actual Hydraulic calculation for Trinity River Bridge are based on the ultimate discharges from Corps  

 

For the West Fork Trinity River Basin, the recent Corps’s hydrologic study results 
(2008) are directly used.  For the comparison purpose, the Trinity River design 
discharges listed above are based on the existing condition.  The actual hydraulic 
calculation performed in this study is based on the Corps’ ultimate discharges. Basin S2 
is just outside of study limits. No hydrology study on this basin is performed. 

Current Crossing Structure Status and Proposed Solution 

Structure #1 (Station 696+50) 

The structure is located Downing Drive or 2100 ft south of Meacham Road. The crossing 
is a tributary of Little Fossil Creek.  The existing structure is 4-8’x4’ MBC and directly 
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connect to storm sewer system which underneath the commercial building site going 
east about 2000 ft dump to Little Fossil Creek. 

From the “as-built” plan (CSJ No. 14-16-57), the MBC is 30o right forward skew to IH 35 
main lane at Station 425+45.00). The relation of As-built station with current station is:  
Current Station= 1267 + As-built Station. Therefore, the existing MBC center line is at 
IH35 Station 1692+45. 

Based on the existing information, two options have been proposed 

Option 1 is to extend current 4-8’x4’ MBC 177 LF with another 55 linear feet same size 
culvert to crossing the excess road. Total required quantities are 928 lf 8’x4’ box with 3 
head walls and 300 lf earth channel improvement work (5’ deep and 36’ bottom width 
with 4:1 side slope). The big issue for this option has to claim more ROW.  

Option 2 will keep all system inside the ROW. With that, the system will need 
440x3=1320LF 8’x4’ box and a 41’x41’x6’ junction box. 

Notes: As-built plan’s Meacham Road (previously called Odum Road) Center line 
station is 407+42.72 and its station in current plan is 1674.42.72. Therefore, there are 
1267 difference. 

There is no additional update for this structure during this submittal. 

Structure #2 (Station 836+50) 

The structure is located just south of E. Northside Drive or Yucca Road (east side of 
IH35).  Based on the proposed design layout, the structure inlet is outside of the 
proposed ROW, therefore, no further design work is required. As for the outlet, just 
need to confirm how culvert connect to the existing storm system. 

Structure #3:  IH 35 West Fork Trinity River Bridge (Station 
855+) 

This structure is IH35W Trinity River Bridge. The existing bridge is only single bridge. 
The proposed bridge will be two paralleled bridge (ML  w/ SBFR and NBFR). Because of 
its narrow distance, this paralleled bridge will be simulated as single bridge with its 
bridge width increased to 520’ from 132’.  

This study will be based on the Corps’ West Fork Trinity River HEC-RAS model. The 
Corps’ model is based on the City of Fort Worth’s 2008 Central City Project. 
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The proposed bridge minimum top road elevation at IH35wGP Lane is 544.49. With the 
TYPE IV beam superstructure (5.33’ in height), the bridge lower chord elevation will be 
539.16. The HEC-RAS model results indicate that the proposed water surface elevation 
under the 50-year flood is 521.69, which is increased 0.14 ft compared to the existing 
condition. 

Per updated levee requirement from USACE, all Trinitry River Bridges have to meet the 
following requirement:   

 Bridge lower chord elevation has to be at least 4 feet above the Trinity River SPF 
(Special Project Flood) elevation 

Therefore, all Trinity River bridges have to be raised to meet this requirement. Since the 
SPF water surface elevation at the bridge is 533.89, this update will not affect Trinity 
River hydraulic study results. 

Appendix B-1 enclosed both existing and proposed Trinity River Bridge HEC-RAS 
model with the ultimate flood condition. 

Structure #4: SH121 West Fork Trinity River Bridge (Station 
52+80 to Station 58+00)  

The study will also based on the Corps’ West Fork Trinity River HEC-RAS model. The 
existing model was composed of two bridges: Belknap Bridge and SH 121 bridge. The 
proposed project will widen the existing Belknap Bridge from 52’ to 80 ft. Compared to 
the existing SH 121 bridges (121SBML and 121 NBML), the proposed SH 121bridge will 
be composed of seven bridges: 

1. SH 121 SB Belk Bridge 
2. SH121 SB/ 280SB Bridge 
3. Sylv121SB Bridge 
4. SH121SBML Bridge (Sta 53+0 to 60+) 
5. SH121NBML  Bridge  
6. 280NB121NB Bridge 
7. Weatherford Street Bridge 

Since these bridges are parallel and very close, they will be model with a single bridge 
with the width of 435 ft compared to the existing bridge width of 155 ft. The proposed 
minimum bridge top road elevation is 553.39 at DC 121 (Direct Connect to IH35W).  The 
corresponding low chord elevation is 548.06. The HEC-RAS model results indicate that 
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the proposed water surface elevation under the 50-year flood is 520.63. There is a 0.06 
ft increase compared to the existing water surface elevation.   

The Trinity River SPF water surface elevation at DC 121 bridge is 531.27, which meet the 
minimum freeboard requirement.  Therefore, this bridge raise will not affect on the 
hydraulic calculation results.  As comparison, Appendix B-2 enclosed the existing and 
proposed Trinity River Bridge HEC-RAS model under the effective design discharges. 

 

Structure #5 (Station 921+80) 

The creek (a small tributary of Trinity River) is parallel to the railroad. Therefore, this is 
a comprehensive overpass railroad bridge. It is composed of seven main bridges: 

121SB/280SB Bridge 

35SB30 Bridge, 121SB30, SH121SBML 

35WSBML Bridge 

35WNBML Bridge 

287SB121NB Bridge and 280NB121NB Bridge 

IH35NBFR Bridge 

Railroad Bridge 

The existing bridge is one single bridge overpass the railroad. 

For this case, IH35 Bridge (Top Road elevation 573.26 at STA 923+0) overpasses the 
railroad bridge (Top RR elevation 540 or so), therefore, if railroad bridge is ok, the IH35 
Bridge will have enough freeboard. A natural creek HEC-RAS model without bridge 
crossing is created to check the existing and proposed crossing structures capacity. 

The natural creek HEC-RAS model results indicate that the 50-year water surface 
elevation is 525.54.  Therefore, Proposed bridges have enough freeboard to pass stream 
flood. 

During this design submittal, the Direct Connect Bridge, DC287121N is proposed. The 
top road elevation at the Structure #5 stream is 573.89 (lower point), which means this 
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bridge is at same level as the IH35W bridge. As such, addition of this structure will not 
affect on the stream calculation results. 

 

 

As a final summary, the following table lists the major hydraulic data. The detailed 
calculation results are attached in Appendices. 

 

Bridge Information  W.S.E.L Main Top Road 
Elevation Other Top Road Elevation 

Basin 
No Station  Roll 

No. Bridge Name HW100 HWspf Elev STA Elev STA Notes 

        ft ft ft ft ft ft   

S3 850+00 3 IH35W Trinity Bridge 524.56 533.89 544.49 848+00 544.02 850+00
frontage 

road       
(Roll 12) 

S4 52+80 11 DC121 Trinity Bridge 523.42 531.27 553.49 55+00 542.47 41+00 
Weatherford 

Bridge   
(Roll 12) 

S5 921+80 16 DC287&121N Bridge 525.54 n/a 573.89 13+00       

 























































































































 

 

Enclosure C 
Ham Branch Layout  

(revisions made by TxDOT to minimize the impacts to Ham Branch) 
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            2501 SOUTHWEST LOOP 820 ● FORT WORTH, TX  76133 ● (817) 370-6500 

THE TEXAS PLAN 
REDUCE CONGESTION • ENHANCE SAFETY • EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY • IMPROVE AIR QUALITY 

INCREASE THE VALUE OF OUR TRANSPORTATION ASSETS 
An Equal Opportunity Employer 

March 29, 2012 
 
RE: Section 4(f) Concurrence 

IH 35W from IH 820 to IH 30  
CSJ: 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-931  
Trinity Trail along the West Fork Trinity River at IH 35W 

 
 
Mr. Dean Kuhn 
Land Agent 
Tarrant Regional Water District 
800 East Northside Drive 
Fort Worth TX 76102 
 
Dear Mr. Kuhn: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) is initiating an Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate proposed 
improvements to a 5.4 mile section of IH 35W from IH 820 to IH 30 and includes connecting facilities 
along SH 121 and US 287 in Tarrant County, Texas. Please see the attached project location map for 
further information. 
 
The proposed improvements require realignment of the access trail connecting Nixon Street to the Fort 
Worth Trinity Trails. The Fort Worth Trinity Trails is owned by the Tarrant Regional Water District 
(TRWD) and is open to the public between 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. (normal operating hours). The trails 
consist of approximately 40 miles of existing trails along the West Fork Trinity River and its tributaries. 
The trail system connects 21 parks and numerous public facilities and attractions. 
 
A Right-of-Way Easement (ROWE) between TxDOT and TRWD for use of approximately eight additional 
acres at IH 35W would be required to construct the proposed IH 35W bridge over the West Fork Trinity 
River. The existing easements for IH 35W/SH 121 include approximately 154.5 acres. The placement of 
columns associated with the proposed IH 35W bridge requires approximately 685 feet of the access trail 
connecting Nixon Street to the Fort Worth Trinity Trail be realigned. The realignment of the existing paved 
trail will reduce the connection distance between Nixon Street and the trail by 231 feet from 685 feet to 454 
feet.  
 
Construction of the realigned trail would occur prior to closing and removing the section of trail in order to 
maintain trail access throughout construction. Should temporary closures of the paved trail be necessary for 
bridge beam placement, construction would be performed after the park’s normal operating hours and 
would not affect the trail’s use. Although the proposed project would require a ROWE from TRWD, there 
are no physical or permanent impacts to the Fort Worth Trinity Trail prohibiting the use of the trail. The 
trail realignment closely matches the preferred TRWD trail reroute option provided to TxDOT by TRWD 
on March 26, 2012. Please see the attached Ft. Worth Trinity Trail connection plan and profile sheets along 
with TRWD’s preferred reroute layout and for further information. 











Tarrant Regional Water Dlstiict

P.O. Box 4508
Fort Worth, Texas 76164

800 E. Northside Drive
Fort Worth, Texas 76102
Office: 817-335-2491
Fax: 817-877-5137

Board Members

Victor W. Henderson
Hal S. Sparks, Ill
Jack R. Stevens
Marty V. Leonard
Jim Lane

February 23, 2012

Sonja Whitehead
TxDOT DFW CDA Environmental Coordinator/Compliance Manager
2501 S.W. Loop 820
Fort Worth, Tx
Sonja.Whitehead@txdot.gov

Re: Section 4(f) Concurrence
IH 35W from IH 820 to IH 30
CSJ: 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-931
Trinity Trail System

Dear Mrs. Whitehead,

Thank you for notifying the Tarrant Regional Water District (TRWD) of the required alignment change for
the Trinity Trail System in connection with the proposed expansion of JR 35W located in Fort Worth, Texas.

Although a proposed reroute will not impact the functionality of the system, TRWD requests other
alternative routes be considered for the realignment of the recreational trail.

An onsite visit to review other options for the reroute is recommended.

Sincerely

ean Kuhn
Tarrant Regional Water District
Real Property
817-229-2565
817-335-2491
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Project Description 
This Employment Opportunities Impact Assessment (EOIA) examines the potential employment 
opportunities impacts associated with the Texas Department of Transportation’s (TxDOT) 
proposed reconstruction of the 5.4-mile IH 35W corridor from IH 820 to IH 30 and the proposed 
reconstruction of one mile of SH 121 and one mile of US 287 in Fort Worth, Tarrant County, 
Texas. 
 
IH 35W from IH 820 to IH 30 is a four to six-lane divided highway with limited access entrances 
and exits and discontinuous frontage roads. The existing right-of-way (ROW) width ranges 
between 300 to 320 feet. 
 
The existing SH 121 roadway is an eight-lane freeway with direct connections to IH 35W. Within 
the areas to be improved on SH 121 are existing frontage roads and cross streets at Riverside 
Drive and Sylvania Avenue. 
 
The existing US 287 roadway is a four-lane freeway plus auxiliary lanes with direct connections 
to IH 35W and IH 30. Within the areas to be improved along US 287 is an existing two-way 
frontage road from Cypress Street to Fourth Street and the Cypress Street bridge.  
 
The IH 35W improvements involve additional general purpose (non–toll) lanes, discontinuous 
frontage roads in each direction along the corridor, addition of barrier–separated concurrent 
managed (toll) lanes in the center median, and no conversion of existing general purpose lanes 
into concurrent managed lanes. Existing and proposed typical sections illustrate the following: 
 

 Eight general purpose (non-toll) lanes (four in each direction); 
 Four concurrent managed (toll) lanes in the center median of IH 35W; 
 Two and three-lane discontinuous frontage roads in each direction along the entire 

project corridor including auxiliary lanes between entrance and exit ramps; and 
 Approximately 85.4 acres of proposed right-of-way (ROW) and approximately 0.04 acre 

of proposed easement. 
 
The proposed alignment would generally follow the existing IH 35W alignment; however, the 
center line would shift to the west between SH 121 and IH 820. The majority of the proposed 
ROW for the proposed reconstruction would generally be acquired from the west side of the 
existing IH 35W facility with small portions of the proposed ROW being acquired from the east 
side. 
 
Improvements to SH 121 and US 287 would include the reconstruction of all lanes and the 
construction of direct connectors to/from the IH 35W managed lanes. Existing bridges and 
frontage roads along SH 121 and US 287 would be reconstructed.  

Purpose of Employment Opportunities Impact Assessment 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process includes identifying social and economic 
effects as well as natural or physical environmental effects of federally-aided projects. The 
proposed IH 35W improvements between IH 30 and IH 820 would require an additional 85.4 
acres of proposed ROW, which would result in a number of displacements. During the design 
stage of the proposed project, consideration was given to reduce the total number of 
displacements along the corridor. The alignment for the proposed project was chosen to 
minimize displacements to the greatest extent possible. Other alignments considered would 
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have resulted in a larger number of displacements. A total of 50 businesses would be potentially 
displaced by the proposed project. The City of Fort Worth has actively participated in the 
establishment of the proposed IH 35W alignment and the potential effects to local businesses, 
as well as residences. Stakeholder work group meetings were held beginning in August 2006 to 
facilitate communication between TxDOT and Fort Worth as well as other public agencies, 
organizations, and businesses with interests along the IH 35W corridor. 
 
Given the current economic climate and the potential effects to existing employment 
opportunities if the businesses that are anticipated to be displaced by the proposed IH 35W 
reconstruction cannot successfully reestablish, this EOIA technical report will further assess 
whether any adverse effects would be caused by the implementation of the proposed IH 35W 
improvements. The EOIA technical report will provide additional information to determine 
whether or not the affects of the proposed reconstruction of IH 35W may significantly affect the 
human environment. 

Applicable Laws and Technical Guidance regarding the Anal ysis of Potential Economic 
and Employment Effects 
The applicable laws and technical guidance regarding the analysis of potential economic and 
employment effects include: 
 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI) established the United States (U.S.) policy that 
all programs and activities receiving federal financial assistance are prohibited from practicing 
discrimination on the ground of race, color, or national origin. The Civil Rights Restoration Act of 
1987 clarified the intent of Title VI to include all programs and activities of federal–aid recipients, 
subrecipients, and contractors whether those programs and activities are federally funded or 
not. 
 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
In 1969, the U.S. Congress enacted the NEPA of 1969, the first act of its kind that addressed 
issues of sustainable development and brought environmental concerns to the level of national 
policy. More importantly, NEPA provides a framework for considering impacts of federal–aid 
projects. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) uses this framework for the simultaneous 
consideration of all relevant environmental laws and regulations. 
 
Federal Aid Highway Act of 1970 
The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1970, [23 U.S. Code (USC) 109 (h)], requires that possible 
adverse economic, social, and environmental effects relating to any proposed project on any 
federal–aid system have been fully considered in developing such project, and that the final 
decisions on the project are made in the best overall public interest, taking into consideration 
the need for fast, safe and efficient transportation, public services, and the costs of eliminating 
or minimizing adverse effects which include, adverse employment effects, tax and property 
value losses; injurious displacement of people, businesses and farms; and disruption of 
desirable community and regional growth. 
 
FHWA Technical Advisory (T6640. 8A) 
The FHWA Technical Advisory T6640.8A was developed to provide guidance for uniformity and 
consistency in the format, content, and processing of the various environmental studies and 
documents pursuant to the NEPA, 23 USC 109(h) and 23 USC 138 [Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation (DOT) Act] and the reporting requirements of 23 USC 128. The 
technical advisory provides for consideration of project effects, including impacts to businesses 
and employment opportunities. 



 

IH 35W Employment Opportunities Impact Assessment 3 
CSJ Nos. 0014-16-179, 268 

 
Executive Order 12898: Environmental Justice 
On February 11, 1994, President Clinton signed Executive Order (EO) 12898: Federal Actions 
to Address Environmental Justice (EJ) in Minority Populations and Low–Income Populations. 
The EO requires that each federal agency shall, to the greatest extent allowed by law, 
administer and implement its programs, policies, and activities that affect human health or the 
environment so as to identify and avoid disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority 
and low–income populations. 
 
U.S. Department of Transportation Order 5610.2 
In April 1997, U.S. DOT issued the DOT Order on EJ to Address EJ in Minority Populations and 
Low–Income Populations to summarize and expand upon the requirements of EO 12898 on EJ. 
The U.S. DOT Order 5610.2 generally describes the process for incorporating EJ principles into 
all DOT existing programs, policies, and activities. 
 
Council on Environmental Quality’s Environmental Justice: Guidance under the National 
Environmental Policy Act 
Issued December 10, 1997, the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) guidance to federal 
agencies on implementing EO 12898 describes how analysis of EJ impacts must be integrated 
within the NEPA framework; including the scoping, public participation, analysis, alternatives 
and mitigation phases of NEPA analysis. 
 
U.S. Department of Transportation Order 6640.23  
In December 1998, the FHWA issued FHWA Actions to Address EJ in Minority Populations and 
Low–Income Populations (DOT Order 6640.23) that requires the FHWA to implement the 
principles of the DOT Order 5610.2 and EO 12898 by incorporating EJ principles in all FHWA 
programs, policies and activities. 
 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act) 
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act) was signed into law by 
President Obama on February 17, 2009. It is an unprecedented effort to jumpstart the economy, 
create or save millions of jobs, and put a down payment on addressing long–neglected 
challenges. The funding for grants, contracts and loans is distributed by the federal government 
to various entities within the state including state government, local government entities, local 
non–profits and other organizations. Funding is allocated across eleven categories: contracts, 
education, energy, environment, health and human services, housing and community 
development, labor, public safety, research, transportation, and other. 

Employment Opportunities Impact Assessment Study Area 
The EOIA study area consists of the City of Fort Worth, specifically the Northeast Sector which 
encompasses almost the entire IH 35W proposed project corridor.  However, the municipal 
boundary of Fort Worth was chosen as the EOIA study area because the availability of 
economic and employment data at the municipal level is the smallest scale available for 
analysis.  It is reasonable to assume that the City of Fort Worth, which depends on sales 
revenue to fund municipal budgets, has a vested interest in retaining the potential tax base 
which may be affected by the proposed project improvements. Therefore, the City of Fort Worth 
and its associated economic development partners were identified as stakeholders and were 
interviewed in order to gain current qualitative information or quantitative data related to the 
potential employment impacts posed by the proposed IH 35W project. 
 
This EOIA includes discussions regarding the: (1) existing conditions, (2) business effects, (3) 
labor force, and (4) minimization and mitigation within the EOIA study area.  The assessment is 
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largely qualitative in nature, due to a lack of employment data availability at a fine scale, and 
includes summaries of interviews held with local chambers of commerce and municipal planning 
and economic development professionals to determine potential employment impacts related to 
the proposed IH 35W reconstruction from IH 820 to IH 30. 

II. EXISTING CONDITIONS IN EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES IMPACT 
ASSESSMENT STUDY AREA 

Environmental decisions conducted in accordance with NEPA involve weighing the importance 
of likely environmental impacts in terms of both context and intensity. The context for impacts is 
the natural and social environment in which the effects of a project are to be felt. For the 
purposes of this technical report, context is established by examining the economic and 
employment opportunity background for the EOIA study area. 
 
Fort Worth is the 17th largest city in the U.S. with a Census 2010 population of 741,206 people. 
It encompasses approximately 350 square miles, including the entire project area. According to 
Census 2000 data, the city had a total population of 534,694 people and a median household 
income of $37,074.  Of the population over 16 years old, over 240,119 people were part of the 
labor force.  Between 2000 and 2010 the city grew by 39 percent. 

Economic Trends 
The prosperity of the City of Fort Worth is linked to domestic and international changes. 
Substantial cutbacks in defense contracts prompted the City to begin working towards 
diversifying its economy in the 1990s, largely through small business development.  The result 
is a diverse economy with employment opportunities in many industry sectors such as services, 
trade, manufacturing, transportation, communication, and construction1.   
 
Employment 
The Fort Worth–Arlington Metropolitan Division (MD)2 has a highly diversified economy. The 
area is an important manufacturing, commercial, transportation and financial hub and provides a 
large number of cultural and recreational opportunities. It has also recently become a major 
area for natural gas exploration and development. Table 1 presents the estimated 2009 
employment and the employment forecast in 2035. The following estimates and forecast of 
employment by industry are only available for jobs within the Fort Worth–Arlington MD, the 
primary area from which Fort Worth draws its workforce.    
 

                                                  
1 City of Fort Worth’s Draft 2011 Comprehensive Plan 
2  The Fort Worth-Arlington Metropolitan Division (MD) includes Johnson, Parker, Tarrant, and Wise Counties in 
Texas. 
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Table 1: Employment by Industry 

Fort Worth–Arlington Metropolitan Division  

Industry 2009 
Percent 

2035 
Percent 

Services 37.91 44.34 
Trade 16.60 15.83 
Government 13.71 12.15 
Manufacturing 10.01 8.21 
Transportation, Warehousing, and Utilities 6.99 6.84 
Construction 5.93 4.99 
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 5.62 4.84 
Information 1.74 1.74 
Mining 1.32 0.95 
Agriculture 0.16 0.12 

Source: The Perryman Group, Inc., 2010  
(City of Fort Worth’s Draft 2011 Comprehensive Plan)

 
As shown in Table 1,  services and trade were the largest employment sectors in the Fort 
Worth–Arlington MD in 2009. 
 
Table 2 summarizes the North Central Texas Council of Governments’ (NCTCOG) employment 
estimates and projections for 10–year intervals from 2000 to 2020.  Between 1990 and 2000, 
the City gained jobs at a rate of 3.6 percent per year and 2.1 percent between 2000 and 2010.  
It is projected that there would be a 1.7 percent increase between 2010 and 2020.  Job growth 
in Fort Worth would continue at a slightly slower rate than that of the late 1990s. 
 

Table 2: Employment Trends 1990 to 2020 

Municipality Employment 
1990 2000 2010 2020 

City of Fort Worth 330,350 449,793 542,452 632,942 
Source: North Central Texas Council of Governments, 2030 Demographic Forecast. 
http://www.nctcog.org (accessed March 1, 2011). 

 
According to the City of Fort Worth’s 2010 Comprehensive Plan, the Northeast Sector which 
encompasses almost all of the proposed project, added 15,132 new jobs at an average annual 
growth rate of 3.3 percent. The Far North Sector exhibited the most significant employment 
growth in the city between 1990 and 2000, adding almost 47,251 jobs at an average annual 
growth rate of 16.9 percent. The Far North Sector’s job growth can be attributed primarily to new 
jobs in the Alliance Airport area, including Alliance Gateway and the Intermodal facility. Jobs 
were also added in Fossil Creek, Mercantile Center, and Mark IV industrial parks. The 
Downtown Sector ranked third in number of new jobs, with approximately 15,070 new jobs, at 
an annual growth rate of 2.4 percent. Other growth areas included the TCU/Westcliff Sector, 
with a large new shopping center; the Western Hills/Ridglea Sector, which benefited from the 
recommissioning of the Naval Joint Reserve Base; the Eastside Sector, which includes 
CentrePort and several new retail establishments; and the Northside Sector, where the 
Stockyards have been redeveloped into an entertainment district. Only the Far West Sector has 
performed poorly in job growth, as there has been primarily residential development west of 
Loop 820. 
 
Income Growth 
For geographic areas, including municipalities, with resident populations greater than 65,000, 
the U.S. Census Bureau provides basic economic characteristics of subject populations as part 
of its annual American Community Survey (ACS). The U.S. Census Bureau provides these 
estimates from data collected at one–year intervals. The latest year available for the City of Fort 
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Worth for which ACS economic data exist is 2009. One economic indicator provided as part of 
the ACS as an estimate is median household income. Table 3 summarizes the estimates and 
changes in the median household income in the city for 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, and 2009, and 
compares the data to the median household income for the same years for the entire state of 
Texas. 
 

Table 3: City of Fort Worth Income Growth (2005 to 2010) 

Geography 
Median 

Household 
Income 

2005 

Median 
Household

Income 
2006 

Median 
Household

Income 
2007 

Median 
Household

Income 
2008 

Median 
Household 

Income 
2009 

Percent 
Change: 
2005 to 

2009 
City of Fort Worth $40,663 $45,276 $41,104 $48,870 $47,634 17.14% 
State of Texas $42,139 $44,922 $47,548 $50,043 $48,259 14.52% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau. American Community Survey, 1–Year Estimates, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009. 
http://factfinder.census.gov/ (accessed March 1, 2011). 

 
From 2005 to 2009, median household incomes in the City fluctuated from a low of $40,663 in 
2005 to a high of $48,870 in 2008.  From 2005 to 2009, the median household income in the 
City grew approximately 17 percent, while for the State of Texas the median household income 
grew approximately 14 percent. 
 
Employment Opportunities 
The NCTCOG inventories major employers (those with greater than 250 employees) for 
specified areas, including cities, within North Central Texas. NCTCOG data reveal the presence 
of multiple major employers within the City of Fort Worth.  According to the NCTCOG, the city 
contains 169 major employers with over 99,500 employees. This tabulation of employers within 
the City of Fort Worth does not include those employers that employ fewer than 250 persons. 
Table 4 summarizes the City of Fort Worth’s major employers, each major employer’s number 
of employees, and the industry with which the employer is affiliated. 
 

Table 4: City of Fort Worth Major Employers 
No. Employer Employee Industry 
1 Admiral Linen Service Inc. 250 – 499 Other Services 
2 AL/TEX Homes Inc. 250 – 499 Manufacturing 
3 Albertsons Distribution Center 500 – 999 Transportation/Warehousing 
4 Alcon Laboratories Inc. 2,500 – 4,999 Manufacturing 
5 Allied Electronics Inc. 500 – 999 Wholesale Trade 
6 American Air Lines/AMR HQ 5,000+ Transportation/Warehousing 
7 American Airlines Alliance Maintenance Base 1,000 – 2,499 Transportation/Warehousing 
8 American Airlines Federal Credit Union 250 – 499 Finance/Insurance 
9 American Airlines Inc. 500 – 999 Manufacturing 

10 American Airlines/AMR 250 – 499 Transportation/Warehousing 
11 American Eagle Airlines Inc. 250 – 499 Administrative/Waste Management 
12 Americredit 250 – 499 Finance/Insurance 
13 APAC Customer Services Inc 500 – 999 Administrative/Waste Management 
14 AT&T (Formerly Southwestern Bell) 250 – 499 Information 
15 AT&T (Formerly Southwestern Bell) 500 – 999 Information 
16 AT&T Wireless Distribution 1,000 – 2,499 Wholesale Trade 
17 AT&T/Logistics Services 250 – 499 Information 

18 ATC Logistics  
(Aftermarket Technology Corp Logistics) 500 – 999 Transportation/Warehousing 

19 ATC Logistics  
(Aftermarket Technology Corp) 500 – 999 Wholesale Trade 

20 ATCO Rubber Products Inc. 250 – 499 Manufacturing 
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Table 4: City of Fort Worth Major Employers 
No. Employer Employee Industry 
21 Banc One Capital Markets Inc. 500 – 999 Finance/Insurance 

22 Bank Of America Home Loans  
(Formerly Countrywide Financial Corp) 1,000 – 2,499 Finance/Insurance 

23 Bank One Processing Center 1,000 – 2,499 Administrative/Waste Management 

24 Bass Enterprises Production Co. 250 – 499 Mining/Quarrying/Oil and Gas 
Extraction 

25 Baylor All Saints Medical Center – Fort Worth 1,000 – 2,499 Health Care/Social Assistance 

26 Baylor Medical Center At Southwest Fort 
Worth 1,000 – 2,499 Health Care/Social Assistance 

27 Bell Helicopter 500 – 999 Professional/Scientific/Technical 
28 Bell Helicopter Textron Plant 1 2,500 – 4,999 Manufacturing 
29 Ben E Keith – Corporate Office 1,000 – 2,499 Wholesale Trade 
30 Ben E Keith Beers/Budweiser 250 – 499 Wholesale Trade 
31 Ben E Keith Company 500 – 999 Wholesale Trade 
32 Bobby Cox Companies 250 – 499 Administrative/Waste Management 
33 Bureau Of Engraving and Printing 500 – 999 Public Administration 
34 Bureau Of Prisons 250 – 499 Public Administration 
35 Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Railway 250 – 499 Transportation/Warehousing 

36 Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway 
(BNSF Railway) 2,500 – 4,999 Transportation/Warehousing 

37 Cabela's 250 – 499 Retail Trade 
38 Cash America 250 – 499 Finance/Insurance 
39 Charter Communications (Charter Business) 250 – 499 Administrative/Waste Management 
40 Cinram International Inc. 1,000 – 2,499 Transportation/Warehousing 
41 City of Fort Worth 500 – 999 Public Administration 
42 Colonial Savings 250 – 499 Finance/Insurance 

43 Community Supervision Correction  
(Correctional Facility) 250 – 499 Public Administration 

44 Con–Way Freight 250 – 499 Transportation/Warehousing 
45 Cook Children's Medical Center 2,500 – 4,999 Health Care/Social Assistance 
46 Core–Mark International Inc. 250 – 499 Wholesale Trade 
47 Corning Cable Systems 250 – 499 Manufacturing 
48 Crothall Services Group Inc. 500 – 999 Administrative/Waste Management 
49 DFW Auto Auction 250 – 499 Wholesale Trade 
50 Daimler Financial Services 500 – 999 Finance/Insurance 
51 Dal–Worth Management and Realty 250 – 499 Real Estate 
52 Decision Support Systems Inc 250 – 499 Professional/Scientific/Technical 
53 Digisource International Inc 250 – 499 Professional/Scientific/Technical 
54 Dillard’s 250 – 499 Retail Trade 
55 Dillard's Distribution 500 – 999 Transportation/Warehousing 
56 Doc Holliday's Pawnbrokers and Jewelers 250 – 499 Retail Trade 
57 Dynaten Corp 250 – 499 Construction 
58 Dyncorp International 500 – 999 Administrative/Waste Management 
59 Dyncorp International 250 – 499 Administrative/Waste Management 
60 EFW Inc 500 – 999 Manufacturing 
61 EXEL Inc 250 – 499 Transportation/Warehousing 
62 FAA – Air Route Traffic Control 500 – 999 Transportation/Warehousing 
63 FAA – Southwest Region 500 – 999 Transportation/Warehousing 
64 Faulk Co, Inc 250 – 499 Administrative/Waste Management 
65 Federal Express Ground 500 – 999 Transportation/Warehousing 
66 Federal Express–So Regional 500 – 999 Transportation/Warehousing 
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Table 4: City of Fort Worth Major Employers 
No. Employer Employee Industry 
67 First American Payment Systems LP 250 – 499 Finance/Insurance 

68 First Command Financial Planning  
(Parent Company Of First Command Bank) 500 – 999 Finance/Insurance 

69 Fort Worth Business Press 250 – 499 Information 
70 Fort Worth City of 250 – 499 Construction 
71 Fort Worth City of 500 – 999 Public Administration 

72 Fort Worth City of– Parks and Community 
Services 250 – 499 Arts/Entertainment/Recreation 

73 Fort Worth ISD – Administration 500 – 999 Public Administration 
74 Fort Worth Mortgage Corp. 250 – 499 Finance/Insurance 
75 Fort Worth Police Dept. 1,000 – 2,499 Public Administration 
76 Fort Worth Star–Telegram 500 – 999 Information 
77 Fort Worth Transportation Authority 500 – 999 Transportation/Warehousing 
78 Frank Kent Motor Company 250 – 499 Retail Trade 
79 Freese and Nichols Inc. 250 – 499 Professional/Scientific/Technical 
80 General Services Admin 500 – 999 Public Administration 
81 GKN Aerospace Transparency Systems 250 – 499 Manufacturing 
82 Haggar Clothing Co. 500 – 999 Manufacturing 
83 Harcourt Inc. 250 – 499 Information 
84 Harris Methodist Southwest 500 – 999 Health Care/Social Assistance 
85 Hillwood – HQ 250 – 499 Real Estate 
86 H–Jets One Inc. (NV) 250 – 499 Wholesale Trade 
87 HP/EDS 500 – 999 Management 
88 Huguley Memorial Medical Center 1,000 – 2,499 Health Care/Social Assistance 
89 J C Pace and Company 250 – 499 Real Estate 

90 Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 
(Carter and Burgess, Inc) 500 – 999 Professional/Scientific/Technical 

91 JC Penney Distribution Center 250 – 499 Transportation/Warehousing 

92 JPS Health Network/John Peter Smith 
Hospital 2,500 – 4,999 Health Care/Social Assistance 

93 Justin Boot Company 250 – 499 Manufacturing 
94 Kaiser Permanente 250 – 499 Finance/Insurance 
95 Kindred Hospital Fort Worth (Southwest) 250 – 499 Health Care/Social Assistance 
96 KPR Foods (Tyson) 250 – 499 Manufacturing 
97 Lasko Products Inc 250 – 499 Manufacturing 
98 Leo's Foods 250 – 499 Manufacturing 
99 Lifecare Hospital Fort Worth 250 – 499 Health Care/Social Assistance 

100 Lifesynch 250 – 499 Public Administration 
101 Lisa Motor Lines Inc. 250 – 499 Transportation/Warehousing 
102 Lockheed Martin Aeronautics Company 5,000+ Manufacturing 
103 Lockheed Martin Corporation 250 – 499 Information 
104 M and M Manufacturing Company 250 – 499 Manufacturing 
105 Martin Sprocket and Gear Inc. 250 – 499 Manufacturing 
106 Medco Health Solutions 500 – 999 Retail Trade 
107 Mercedes–Benz Financial Group 250 – 499 Finance/Insurance 
108 Miller Distributing of Fort Worth 250 – 499 Wholesale Trade 
109 Motorola Inc 1,000 – 2,499 Manufacturing 
110 NAS Fort Worth Joint Reserve Base 5,000+ Public Administration 
111 Natcom Inc. 500 – 999 Other Services 
112 National Broadcasting Company 250 – 499 Information 
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Table 4: City of Fort Worth Major Employers 
No. Employer Employee Industry 
113 New Breed Logistics 1,000 – 2,499 Transportation/Warehousing 
114 North Texas Affiliated Medical Group 250 – 499 Health Care/Social Assistance 
115 Novo 1 1,000 – 2,499 Administrative/Waste Management 
116 Obim Fresh–Cut Fruit Co LLC 250 – 499 Manufacturing 
117 Oncor Electric Delivery 250 – 499 Utilities 
118 Onpoint Inc. 500 – 999 Professional/Scientific/Technical 
119 Parker Hannifin Corp 250 – 499 Manufacturing 
120 Pier 1 Imports – Headquarters 500 – 999 Retail Trade 
121 Plaza Medical Center – Fort Worth 1,000 – 2,499 Health Care/Social Assistance 
122 PPC (Thomson/PPC) 250 – 499 Information 
123 Radio Shack 1,000 – 2,499 Management 
124 Remedy Staffing 500 – 999 Administrative/Waste Management 
125 Renaissance Fort Worth Worthington Hotel 250 – 499 Accommodation/Food 
126 Rural/Metro–Medstar Ambulance 250 – 499 Health Care/Social Assistance 
127 Samsill Corporation 250 – 499 Manufacturing 
128 SCS Frigette 250 – 499 Manufacturing 
129 Sears 250 – 499 Retail Trade 
130 Sizelove Construction Inc. 250 – 499 Construction 
131 Southstar Logistics LLC 250 – 499 Transportation/Warehousing 
132 Southwestern Baptist 500 – 999 Education 
133 Sprint Nextel 500 – 999 Information 
134 Super Target 250 – 499 Retail Trade 
135 Tarrant County Administrative Office 250 – 499 Public Administration 
136 Tarrant County Court 250 – 499 Public Administration 

137 Tarrant County Criminal Courts Building  
(Tarrant County Corrections) 250 – 499 Public Administration 

138 Tarrant County DRO/Family Court Services 2,500 – 4,999 Public Administration 
139 Tarrant County Justice Center 250 – 499 Public Administration 

140 Tarrant Interiors, Inc.  
(A Div Of Leggett and Platt Incorporated) 250 – 499 Manufacturing 

141 TCC –Northwest Campus 250 – 499 Education 
142 TCC –South Campus 250 – 499 Education 
143 Texas Aero Engine Services 250 – 499 Manufacturing 
144 Texas Christian University 1,000 – 2,499 Education 
145 Texas Dept Of Transportation 500 – 999 Public Administration 

146 
Texas Health Harris Methodist Fort Worth 
Hospital (Formerly Harris Methodist Fort 
Worth Hospital) 

2,500 – 4,999 Health Care/Social Assistance 

147 Texas Wesleyan University 500 – 999 Education 
148 The Broadway Plaza at Cityview 250 – 499 Health Care/Social Assistance 
149 Thomson Legal and Regulatory Inc. 250 – 499 Education 
150 Touchstone Wireless LP 500 – 999 Other Services 
151 Trans–Trade Inc. 250 – 499 Transportation/Warehousing 
152 Traulsen 250 – 499 Manufacturing 
153 TTI Inc. 500 – 999 Wholesale Trade 
154 Tucker Rocky Dist. 250 – 499 Wholesale Trade 
155 Tyco Healthcare Group LP 250 – 499 Manufacturing 
156 Union Pacific Railroad 500 – 999 Transportation/Warehousing 
157 United Parcel Service Inc. 500 – 999 Transportation/Warehousing 
158 United States Postal Service 2,500 – 4,999 Transportation/Warehousing 
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Table 4: City of Fort Worth Major Employers 
No. Employer Employee Industry 
159 United States Small Business Administration 1,000 – 2,499 Public Administration 
160 UNT Health Science Center 1,000 – 2,499 Education 
161 US Army Corps of Engineers 250 – 499 Public Administration 
162 Visiting Nurse Assn of Texas 250 – 499 Health Care/Social Assistance 
163 Walker Engineering Inc. 250 – 499 Construction 
164 Wal–Mart 250 – 499 Retail Trade 
165 Wal–Mart Supercenter 250 – 499 Retail Trade 
166 Wal–Mart Supercenter 500 – 999 Retail Trade 
167 Wells Fargo Bank (Headquarters) 250 – 499 Finance/Insurance 
168 Williamson–Dickie Manufacturing Co. 500 – 999 Manufacturing 

169 XTO Energy 250 – 499 Mining/Quarrying/Oil and Gas 
Extraction 

Source: North Central Texas Council of Governments. Employers Report. 
Accessed at http://features.dfwmaps.com/Reports (accessed March 1, 2011).

 
Employment opportunities among the city’s largest employers reflect a diverse range of 
industrial sectors. Industry sectors (those with greater than 1,000 employees) represented in the 
city include: 
 

 9 Service 
 5 Trade 
 4 Government 
 4 Manufacturing 
 6 Transportation, Warehousing, and Utilities 
 1 Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 

 
As a result of this diversification of industries within the city, industry-specific economic and 
employment volatility is less likely to have a substantial impact on the city’s overall employment 
composition. 
 
Unemployment 
The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) reports that the unemployment rate for the nation fell by 
1.6 percentage points to 9.0 percent from January 2010 to January 20113.  Employment rose in 
manufacturing and services but fell in construction, government, finance, insurance and real 
estate4. 
 
Refer to Table 5 for the unemployment numbers and rates data recorded by the Texas 
Workforce Commission (TWC) for December 2010.  The unemployment rate for the City of Fort 
Worth is slightly lower the state unemployment rate but slightly higher than the MD rate. 
 

                                                  
3 http://www.bls.gov/news.release/empsit.t01.htm#cps_empsit_a01.f.1 (accessed March 1, 2011). 
4 http://www.bls.gov/news.release/empsit.t17.htm (accessed March 1, 2011). 
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Table 5: Unemployment Rates (December 2010) 

Area Unemployment 
Number 

Unemployment 
Rate 

Nation 14,485,000 9.4 
Texas 1,008,077 8.3 
Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington Metropolitan Statistical Area1 257,682 7.9 
Fort Worth-Arlington MD 84,845 7.9 
Tarrant County 72,789 7.9 
City of Fort Worth 27,491 8.2 
Source: TWC, TRACER, Texas Labor Market Information. 

http://www.tracer2.com/cgi/dataAnalysis/AreaSelection.asp?tableName=Labforce (accessed March 2, 2011). 
1    A Metropolitan Statistical Area which contains a single core with a population of 2.5 million or more may be subdivided into 

smaller groups of counties referred to as Metropolitan Divisions (MD).  Titles of MD are typically based on principal city 
names.  The Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington MSA has two Ms, the Dallas-Irving-Plano MD and the Fort Worth-Arlington MD.

 
Although there is no definitive evidence indicating the recession is over, the TWC reported in 
January 2011 that total nonfarm employment in the Fort Worth-Arlington MD increased by 1.0 
percent, an addition of 8,300 jobs between December 2009 and December 2010.  Nonfarm 
employment for the Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington Metropolitan Statistical Area increased 1.3 
percent, an addition of 36,700 jobs between December 2009 and December 2010.  In Texas, 
out of the eleven major industries only two (Trade, Transportation and Utilities, and Information) 
showed a decrease in employment between December 2009 and December 2010. The 
remaining nine industries showed increases ranging from 0.3 percent (Government) to 14.8 
percent (Mining and Logging)5.  

III. BUSINESS EFFECTS 

Design History, Improvement Alternatives, and Minimization of Impacts  
The IH 35W corridor has been a major transportation corridor for 40 years and is one of the 
busiest north-south highways in the Dallas-Fort Worth (DFW) Metropolitan Area.  Currently, IH 
35W serves both local access (limited) traffic to businesses along the highway and pass-
through traffic, particularly during commuter hours. 
 
From 1963 to 1967, the transportation facility was constructed as a four to six-lane highway. 
The highway has limited interchange access with Spur 280/US 287, Belknap-Weatherford (SH 
121), Northside Drive, SH 183 (Northeast 28th Street), Papurt Drive and Meacham Boulevard. 
Frontage roads exist in the northbound direction from US 287 to just north of SH 121, from SH 
183 to Long Avenue and from south of Meacham Boulevard to IH 820. In the southbound 
direction, frontage roads exist from IH 820 to Meacham Boulevard, from Long Avenue to SH 
183 and from south of the Trinity River to Belknap Street. The existing roadway on SH 121, 
which is included in the improvements on IH 35W, is an eight-lane freeway with direct 
connections to IH 35W. Within the areas to be improved on SH 121 are existing frontage roads 
and cross streets at Riverside Drive and Sylvania Avenue. 
 
Much of the original IH 35W facility remains in operation today, including many of the cross 
street bridges and original ramping, and predates many of the requirements of current design 
standards. 
 
To accommodate the projected 62.7 percent increase in average daily traffic (ADT) between the 
existing year (2010) and projected design year (2035) on IH 35W from IH 820 to SH 121 and 
the project 62.2 percent increase in ADT on IH 35W from SH 121 to IH 30, TxDOT initiated a 
                                                  
5 Texas Workforce Commission, Texas Labor Market Review.   
  http://www.tracer2.com/admin/uploadedPublications/1980_TLMR-Jan11.pdf (accessed March 2, 2011).  
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study in 1992 to develop feasible plans for roadway improvements. TxDOT coordinated with the 
NCTCOG, Texas Transportation Institute (TTI), Tarrant County, and the City of Fort Worth to 
gather and assess their input concerning potential transportation improvements along IH 35W 
within Tarrant County.  TTI provided input on proposed alternative improvements to the corridor.  
The city provided local thoroughfare plans, utility information, and development plans/plats for 
existing and proposed development within the corridor. The NCTCOG provided traffic 
projections and input related to the MTP. 
 
Upon completion of data collection and development of preliminary alternative alignments, 
TxDOT presented initial findings in a public meeting on June 3, 1993.  Following the meeting, 
additional studies were performed by TxDOT to develop more detailed cross section 
alternatives, construction costs, ROW requirements, and potential environmental concerns for 
the alternatives being considered.  TTI, with the assistance of TxDOT and NCTCOG, developed 
a matrix of cross section alternatives and managed lane configurations, as documented in their 
technical report dated July 11, 2006.  The TTI report recommended widening IH 35W as 
warranted by future traffic growth. 
 
The Preferred Alternative for the proposed improvements include the reconstruction and 
widening of the highway to an eight-lane facility and the addition of a four-lane, barrier-
separated managed lane facility from south of IH 820 to IH 30. The proposed project follows the 
existing highway alignment, with no sections proposed on a new location. 

Proposed ROW Acquisitions 
The proposed IH 35W improvements between IH 820 and IH 30 would require additional ROW, 
and thus would result in a number of displacements. Approximately 126 parcels would be 
impacted by the acquisition of 85.4 acres of additional ROW. This acquisition would result in the 
potential displacement of 63 establishments, including 50 commercial/industrial establishments 
and 13 residential establishments (including rental properties). Two construction easements are 
required to reconstruct existing driveways.  Approximately 0.02 acre would be required from the 
Dr. Pepper plant on the east side of IH 35W and the same amount would also be needed from 
Tindall Record Storage. 

Anticipated Commercial Displacements 
Methodology  
For the purpose of identifying potential commercial displacements, a structure that was 
anticipated to be intersected or clipped by the proposed ROW line was considered to be 
displaced, as well as properties with anticipated loss of substantial parking.  
 
During the design stages of the proposed project, avoidance was used where possible to 
reduce the total number of displacements along the corridor. The alignment for the proposed 
project was chosen to minimize displacements to the greatest extent possible. Other alignments 
considered would have resulted in a larger number of displacements. 
 
Summary of Commercial Displacements  
Table 6 provides a list of the commercial and industrial establishments that would be potentially 
displaced by the proposed project.  Of these, five are vacant commercial buildings and one is a 
utility pump station.   
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Table 6: Business Displacements/Relocations 

No. Owner Business Address Business Type 
Total 

Market 
Value 

Structure 
Square 
Footage 

No. of 
Employees 

1 Wesco One 
Limited 

Thermo King 
Sales – Fort 

Worth 

2490 E. Long Ave. 
Forth Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Refrigeration 
Equipment & 

Supplies 

$546,516 11,605 5 - 9 

2 Voldar LLC XTC Cabaret 3315 North Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Entertainment N/A 8,696 50* 

3 
Stepp/WCI 

Investments 
LLC 

ABC Wrecker 
Service Inc. 3275 North Fwy. 

Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Automotive 

Repair Shop $456,916 8,600 
10-19 

Williams 
Welding 

Commercial – 
Welding Repair 2* 

4 Hunt, Tamson 
Etal Motel 6 #153 3271 North Fwy. 

Fort Worth, TX 
Commercial – 

Motels $1,981,426 27,710 10 - 19 

5 Kent, Edward 
A 

EZ ED.BIZ 3269 North Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Used Car Dealer $11,596 800 4* My Lease.Com 

6 
AVI 

Investments 
LLC 

A 1 
Convenience 

Conoco 
3251 North Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Convenience 

Store and Gas 
Station 

$188,351 5,248 12* 

Chester Fried 6* 

7 
Hertz Rental 
Equipment 

Corp.  

Hertz Equipment 
Rental Corp. 

#9463 

3299 North Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Equipment 
Rental and 

Leasing 

$447,636 8,000 15 

8 
Ettore 

Properties 
LLC 

Cat Scale Co of 
Texas 2878 3201 North Fwy. 

Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Business 
Services $1,272,892 3,749 

5 - 9 

Valero Driver’s 
Travel Mart 

Commercial – 
Convenience 

Store 
5 - 9 

9 

Education 
Service 

Center Reg. 
XI 

Region XI 
Education 

Service Center 

3001 North Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
School and 
Educational 

Services 

$199,100 14,581 200 

10 
Barney 

Holland Oil 
Co. 

Truck Center of 
Fort Worth 

2901 North Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
New and Used 

Car Dealer 
$286,663 11,600 10 - 19 

11 KW Vending 
LLC 

KW Vending 
Management 

Service 

2701 Cold Springs 
Rd,  

Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Merchandising 

Machine 
Operations 

$161,249 14,659 5* 

12 
McSwain, 

Donny B Etux 
Bridget 

Lonestar Forklift 
Inc. 

2700 Cold Springs 
Rd. 

Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Industrial 

Machinery & 
Equipment 

$646,784 86,946 20 - 49 

13 
CMC Trailer 
Distributors 

Inc. 

CMC Trailers 
Distributors Inc. 

2500 Cold Springs 
Rd. 

Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Industrial 

Machinery &  
Equipment 

$287,621 17,192 10 - 19 

14 
United 
Rentals 

Realty LLC 

United Rentals 
Northwest Inc. 

1720 Watauga Rd. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Equipment 
Rental and 

Leasing 

$5,245,941 12,800 20 

15 
Tarrant 

County Water 
District 

Commercial – 
Lift Station 

Nixon St., 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – Lift 
Station $135,106 N/A N/A 

16 City of  
Fort Worth 

Commercial – 
Vacant 

Nixon St. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Vacant $381,610 5,460 N/A 
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Table 6: Business Displacements/Relocations 

No. Owner Business Address Business Type 
Total 

Market 
Value 

Structure 
Square 
Footage 

No. of 
Employees 

17 
Engelhardt, 
Fredrick E 

Rev T 

Commercial – 
Vacant 

913 North Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Vacant $318,557 9,044 N/A 

18 
Spillar, Max 

Est. and 
Greta D 

Spillar, Mitcham, 
Eaton, Bicknell 

CPA’s 

750 North Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Accounting, 
Auditing and 
Bookkeeping 

$148,676 10,000 

6* 

Magnum 
Staffing 
Services 

750 North Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Help Supply 

Services 
4* 

Lee, Samuel MD 
Rhodes, Kevin 

MD 

750 North Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Physician 5* 

19 
CSB 700 N 

Freeway DPC 
Holding LLC 

Commercial – 
Vacant 

700 North Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Vacant $830,750 22,038 N/A 

20 CSL Equities 
Inc. 

C&B Medical 
Inc. 

707 North Fwy. 
Ste. 114 

Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Business 
Services 

$629,600 33,880 

10 - 19 

Rabo Business 
Forms Inc. 

707 North Fwy. 
Ste. 114 

Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Management 

Consulting 
Services 

5* 

Mobile Tarping 
Service 

707 North Fwy. 
Ste. 120 

Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Repair Shops 5* 

Elegant Design 
707 North Fwy. 

Ste. 109 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Business 
Services 

4* 

Diamond B 
Limousine 

707 North Fwy. 
Ste. 107 

Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Local Passenger 
Transportation 

4* 

21 Hulen Park 
Association 

Malin/Fastenal 
Company 

633 North Fwy. 
Ste. A 

Forth Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Industrial 
Supplies 

$580,000 21,168 5 - 9 

22 
Storage 

Portfolio TX 
LP 

Can N Ho 
Chiropractor  

613 North Fwy. 
Ste. 116 

Fort Worth, TX  

Commercial – 
Office of 

Chiropractics 

$251,456 21,346 

4* 

SWC Tactical 
Training 
Academy  

613 North Fwy. 
Ste. 111 

Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Detective and 
Armored Car 

Services 

8* 

Just Clean 
Grout 

613 North Fwy. 
Ste. 112 

Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Special Trade 
Contractors 

6* 

Larry Pirkle Bail 
Bonds 

613 North Fwy. 
Ste. 103 

Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Business 
Services 

2* 

Zomac Electrical 
Systems Inc. 

613 North Fwy. 
Ste. 106 

Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Electrical Work 10 - 19 

23 
Storage 

Portfolio I TX 
LP 

Extra Space 
Storage 

613 North Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Mini Storage 
Warehouse $1,525,804 79,489 

5* 

Commercial – 
Business 
Services 

4* 
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Table 6: Business Displacements/Relocations 

No. Owner Business Address Business Type 
Total 

Market 
Value 

Structure 
Square 
Footage 

No. of 
Employees 

24 1901 Pharr 
Ltd. 

Southwest 
Idealease 

1901 Pharr St. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Auto and Other 
Motor Vehicles 

$240,423 17,676 10 - 19 

25 Child Care 
Associates 

Commercial – 
Vacant 

121 N. Rayner St. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Vacant $248,794 6,159 N/A 

26 
Barsch 

Investments 
Inc 

MGM Printing 
Inc. 

2500 Airport Fwy 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Stationary & 

Office Supplies 
$337,493 5,960 10 - 19 

27 Stoll, Phil 

Livestock 
Reporter 

120 N Rayner St 
Fort Worth, TX 

Industrial – 
Newspapers 

$330,300 9,984 

4* 

TII Logistics 
120 N Rayner St 

Ste. B 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Freight 

Transportation 
Arrangement 

5 - 9 

28 
Tarrant 
County  
9-1-1 

Tarrant  County  
9-1-1 District 

Administrative 
Office 

2600 Airport Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Government $1,449,945 13,513 20* 

29 

CDC 
Partnership 
2700 Airport 

Freeway 

Recovery 
Resource 
Council 

2700 Airport Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Individual and 

Family Services 
$191,972 10,251 50 - 99 

30 
121 Retta 
Gen Texas 
Partnership 

Loveless, Jim – 
Attorney 

2900 Airport Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Legal Services $320,194 6,757 

10 - 19 

The King Law 
Firm 

2900 Aiprot Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Legal Services 5 - 9 

31 Current 
Owner1 

Commercial – 
Vacant 

233 N Judkins St 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Vacant $65,943 996 N/A 

32 
GNS 

Properties 
Inc. 

PC Components 2721 Airport Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX  

Comm. – 
Computer 
Related 

$625,000 11,650 

3* 

City Wide 
Computers 

2727 Airport Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Computer 
Related 

15-20 

All About Homes 2737 Airport Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Architectural 3* 

Falcon Office 
Supply 

2747 Airport Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Business 
Services 

4* 

Law Office of 
Steven G. King 

2757 Airport Fwy. 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Legal Services 3* 

33 Cowtown 
Mobil Limited 

Sonic Drive In 
100 N Nichols St. 

Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Restaurant 

$1,238,890 5,202 

20 - 49 

Cowtown Plaza 
Commercial – 
Convenience 

Store 
5 - 9 

34 1300 Belknap 
LLC 

Image Net of 
Fort Worth 

1301 E 
Weatherford  

St # 125 
Fort Worth, TX 

Industrial - 
Commercial 

Printing, 
Lithographic $480,000 9,834 

5* 

MCMC Custom 
Services 

1301 E 
Weatherford  

St # 151 
Fort Worth, TX 

Commercial – 
Business 
Services 

5 - 9 

Source: Tarrant County Appraisal District; www.socrates.cdr.state.tx.us 
N/A – not available 
“*” – Estimated number of employees based on March 3, 2011 site reconnaissance. 
1 – Shown as listed in Tarrant County Appraisal District records
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The types of businesses anticipated to be displaced along IH 35W between IH 820 and IH 30 
and SH 121 between IH 35W and Riverside Drive include car dealerships, a motel, equipment 
rental services, fast–food restaurants, an entertainment facility, service establishments, service 
stations and manufacturing businesses. All potentially displaced businesses are classified within 
the Service-Providing Industry by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. The businesses range from 
rental services to medical and legal services to gas/food/entertainment services. Examples of 
potentially displaced rental services include Hertz Equipment Rental, United Rental Northwest, 
and Extra Space Storage. Examples of potentially displaced service establishments range from 
the non–profit Recovery Resource Council to chiropractic establishments to legal, office and 
accounting services (e.g. The King Law Firm, Magnum Staffing Services and City Wide 
Computers). Conoco, Valero and Cowtown Plaza are the three service stations that would 
potentially be displaced. 

Potential Relocation Sites for Commercial Displacements 
Of the 50 commercial and industrial businesses potentially displaced, 39 are service oriented 
(i.e., restaurants, retail, gas stations, hotel/motel, etc.). As shown in Table 6, the approximate 
number of employees was obtained for the majority of the businesses.  SOCRATES, a research 
and analysis tool provided by the TWC was utilized to approximate the number of employees 
affected at potentially displaced businesses. Additionally, an estimate of potential employees at 
the remainder of the businesses was made during a site reconnaissance on March 3, 2011. 
Based on the available data, an estimated 875+ employees could potentially be affected by the 
proposed project, either by job relocation or by job loss. A search of the Fort Worth Chamber’s 
Economic Development Resource Center indicates that within the four zip codes encompassing 
the proposed project there are 16 office properties for sale, 95 office properties for lease, 43 
industrial properties for lease, 55 industrial properties for sale, and 8 vacant properties for sale 
or lease. The EDRC indicates that the Fort Worth Central Business District had 1,045,466 
square feet of vacant office space available in the fourth quarter of 2011. This is not an 
exhaustive list of available commercial real estate, but does indicate that there are adequate 
facilities available for the relocation of the businesses which could be displaced.   
 
Even in the current economic climate, the City of Fort Worth is still maintaining a level of 
commercial growth.  This is illustrated by the increase in building permits approved by the city 
since 2002. The City of Fort Worth’s Development Department indicates that 630 commercial 
building permits were approved for buildings valued at $396 million in 2002 and in 2010 it was 
718 permits approved for buildings valued at $784 million. 
 
Four of the nine major business parks within the City of Fort Worth are located near the IH 
820/IH 35W interchange. These business parks offer warehousing, industrial and other 
business space and provide benefits such as foreign trade zone and triple freeport status (Table 
7).   
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Table 7: Business Parks

Name Location Primary Use Tenants Acres Access to 
Highway 

Access to 
Rail 

Distance to 
DFW 

International 
Airport 
(miles) 

Foreign 
Trade 
Zone 

Major 
Tenants 

Fossil 
Creek 

Loop 820 
and IH 
35W  

Office, 
Manufacturing, 
Distribution, 
Retail, Service 

50+ 1,150 Yes No 15 Yes 

Coca-Cola, 
Haggar, 
Bank of 
America, 
Marriott, 
Motorola Inc. 

Mark IV 
Loop 820 
near IH 
35W 

Manufacturing, 
Distribution 100+ 1,000 Yes No 17 No 

Behr, 
Georgia-
Pacific, M&M 
Manufacturin
g, U.S. 
Postal 
Service 

Mercantile 

On IH35W, 
one-half 
mile south 
of Loop 
820 North 

Office, 
Distribution, 
Retail, Service 

30+ 1,500 Yes Yes 16 Yes 

MillerCoors, 
Dillard’s, 
American 
Paint Horse, 
FAA, Sprint 
Nextel, The 
Buxton 
Company, 
Virbac 

Railhead 
On 
Northeast 
Loop 820 

Distribution 11 633 Yes Yes 18 Yes 

AmeriCold 
Logistics, Del 
Monte 
Foods, Mattel 

Sources: Fort Worth Chamber; http://www.fortworthchamber.com/eco/industrial_bus.html (accessed March 4, 2011). 
 
Owing to the available commercial real estate options, the majority of the potentially displaced 
businesses would have options to successfully relocate within their service area. There may be 
temporary impacts to a small community of businesses that are unlikely to remain open or likely 
to re-establish outside of their service area.  However, the demand for services, driven by 
growth, could aid in the ability for potentially displaced businesses to relocate within the project 
area or the demand could shift to non-displaced businesses that meet the additional demand by 
creating new employment opportunities. 

Local Efforts to Retain and Attract Businesses 
Fort Worth Chamber 
The Fort Worth Chamber (the Chamber) works with the area's existing business base through a 
proactive business contact program to capitalize on strengths and identify weaknesses in the 
region, and to facilitate solutions to issues impacting success. Staff members also work closely 
with local government entities and business resource providers to make sure business interests 
are represented. The Local Business and Development Committee, made up of approximately 
30 Chamber members, focuses to maintain and strengthen Fort Worth's economic base through 
the retention, expansion and support of local businesses. The Chamber provides professional 
guidance and relationships that enhance economic growth by linking businesses with workforce 
development opportunities and quality human resource supply that meets the needs of 
employers. This is accomplished through focus on critical industry sectors, through the monthly 
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Job Links program, as well as through close coordination with and support of PreK to 6 
educational institutions6. 
 
Coordination with the Chamber regarding the potential employment opportunities impacts 
associated with the proposed project was conducted on May 13, 2011. The Vice President of 
Governmental Affairs of the Chamber was contacted to obtain various forms of information 
including, but not limited to: 
 

 Size of chamber membership; 
 Methods of unemployment tracking, if conducted; 
 Employer/employee tracking within the Chamber’s service area, if conducted; 
 Tracking of skill and educational requirements within the chamber’s service area, if 

conducted; 
 Trends in employment within the Chamber’s service area associated with the recession; 
 How the proposed IH 35W reconstruction project would factor into the existing economic 

context of the Chamber’s service area; 
 If the proposed IH 35W project has influenced the Chamber’s approach to attracting or 

retaining business; 
 If the proposed IH 35W project would adversely impact low–income or minority 

employment populations within the Chamber’s service area; 
 New and/or planned development that represent future employment opportunities within 

the Chamber’s service area; 
 What would be a realistic timeframe for re–establishing displaced businesses once ROW 

acquisition takes place; 
 Level of interaction with the City of Fort Worth’s Planning Department. 

 
The Vice President indicated that the Chamber consists of 2,000 members as of May 2011. The 
Chamber does not track unemployment rates or trends independently; but relies on data 
provided by the Department of Labor. The Chamber does not track skill and educational 
requirements required by businesses within its service area. These data are also obtained 
through the Department of Labor and the TWC.  
 
Regarding potential adverse impacts to low–income or minority employment populations, the 
Chamber expects that the proposed widening will enhance conditions for these populations and 
not produce adverse impacts. The project will allow them to travel throughout the region more 
safely, reliably and efficiently. 
 
Regarding the proposed IH 35W reconstruction between IH 820 and IH 30 and its influence on 
business development activities, the Chamber stated that the reconstruction project has been a 
strong selling point to businesses looking to locate in the area. The Chamber emphasizes to 
new business that the proposed project will enhance the mobility, quality of life and air quality in 
the region because transportation is one of the top considerations of businesses. They state 
that the existing corridor has placed a strain on existing businesses moving goods and services 
through the corridor. If the existing roadway remains and the population continues to increase, 
the traffic congestion would have the potential to jeopardize the economic growth and 
development in the corridor. The Chamber coordinates with the City of Fort Worth’s Planning 
and Economic Development Department daily to provide a proactive line of communication in 
order to lessen the economic impact in the Chamber’s area.  
 

                                                  
6Fort Worth Chamber of Commerce, http://www.fortworthchamber.com (accessed March 2, 2011)  



 

IH 35W Employment Opportunities Impact Assessment 19 
CSJ Nos. 0014-16-179, 268 

Information related to the Chamber’s opinion regarding existing economic environment 
(including the current recession), future/planned development, and the influence of the 
proposed IH 35W project on labor trends is discussed in Section IV. 
 
City of Fort Worth 
Coordination with the city’s Economic Development Manager regarding the potential 
employment opportunities impacts associated with the proposed IH 35W project was conducted 
on April 11, 2011. The city‘s Planning Department specialist was interviewed to obtain various 
forms of information including, but not limited to: 
 

 Methods of unemployment tracking, if conducted; 
 Employer/employee tracking within the city’s limits, if conducted; 
 Tracking of skill and educational requirements associated with the city’s employment 

opportunities, if conducted; 
 History of employment trends within the city’s limits associated with the recession; 
 How the proposed IH 35W reconstruction project would factor into the existing economic 

context of the city; 
 Is there any awareness of specific minority or low–income populations that could be 

impacted by the proposed IH 35W improvements and subsequent employment 
opportunity impacts; 

 If the proposed IH 35W project has influenced the city’s approach to attracting or 
retaining business; 

 Have any businesses approached the city for relocation assistance or advice regarding 
the proposed IH 35 reconstruction; 

 Has the city considered a post–construction redevelopment plan for the IH 35W corridor; 
 New and/or planned development that represent future employment opportunities within 

the city’s limits; 
 What would be a realistic timeframe for re–establishing displaced businesses once ROW 

acquisition takes place; and, 
 Level of interaction with the TWC, if any. 

 
The city’s Planning Department specialist explained that the city itself does not track 
unemployment rates; unemployment trends; all employers; work force population or 
demographics; employment types and their required skill levels, educational attainment, or 
experience requirements; or employment numbers per employer. However, the city does 
monitor other regional, state, and national entities who track this information. According to the 
city’s Economic Development Manager, the recent trend of employment within the city during 
the recession has been a slight decline. Although companies within the city have laid-off 
workers, there has not been extreme job loss over the past few years of the recession. The lay- 
offs that have occurred have been alleviated by the increase in employment opportunities 
around AllianceTexas, a master-planned community north of the project area. New retail, 
commercial and industrial facilities have opened and two new medical facilities – a hospital and 
an emergency care center – are under construction. The jobs available from these new 
developments range from low-wage, minimal education jobs in the service industry to high-
earning careers requiring extensive educational training. 
 
Because the IH 35W corridor is located within the “city central”, the area encompassed by the 
IH 820 loop, there is a higher level of minority and low-income residents in the area compared to 
areas outside the IH 820 loop.  These populations are less likely to own a car and would need to 
walk or drive to their place of employment. The Economic Development Manager indicated that 
low–income or minority populations, especially Hispanic populations, were the individuals most 
likely to be affected by the loss of employment associated with the proposed project.   
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The reconstruction of IH 35W between IH 820 and IH 30 has not received special attention from 
the city regarding attracting and retaining businesses because it is a well-established 
commercial/industrial corridor that would retain a large majority of existing businesses after the 
proposed expansion.  The City of Fort Worth is focused on attracting and retaining businesses 
along IH 35W between SH 114 and IH 820, in the AllianceTexas development, where there is 
abundant vacant land.  
 
Additional information related to the City’s Planning Department specialist’s opinions regarding 
future/planned development and the influence of the proposed IH 35W project’s influence on 
labor trends is discussed in Section IV. 

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Properties Acquisitions Act 
TxDOT would be responsible for the ROW acquisitions. Acquisition and relocation assistance 
would be in accordance with the TxDOT ROW Acquisition and Relocation Assistance Program. 
Consistent with the U.S. DOT policy, as mandated by the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Properties Acquisitions Act, as amended in 1987, TxDOT would provide relocation 
resources (including any applicable special provisions or programs) to all displaced persons 
without discrimination. The available structures must also be open to persons regardless of 
race, color, religion, or nationality and be within the financial means of those individuals 
affected. All property owners from whom property is needed are entitled to receive just 
compensation for their land and property. Just compensation is based upon the fair market 
value of the property. TxDOT also provides through its Relocation Assistance Program, 
payment and services to aid in movement to a new location. 
 
Relocation assistance is available to all individuals, families, businesses, farmers, and non–
profit organizations displaced as a result of a state highway project or other transportation 
project. Thus assistance applies to tenants as well as owners occupying the real property 
needed for the project. TxDOT would relocate all displaced businesses up to 50 miles. The 
TxDOT Relocation Office would also provide assistance to displaced businesses and non–profit 
organizations to aid in their satisfactory relocation with a minimum of delay and loss in earnings. 
The available structures must also be open to persons regardless of race, color, religion, or 
nationality and be within the financial means of those individuals affected. No special relocation 
considerations or measures to resolve relocation concerns associated with the proposed 
reconstruction of IH 3W have been identified to date by the TxDOT ROW acquisition staff. 
 
While the TxDOT ROW Acquisition and Relocation Assistance Program assists with the 
relocations of businesses, there are no provisions to assist employees should their employment 
opportunities be compromised or impacted during the relocation process. With regard to this 
employment opportunities impacts assessment, the TxDOT ROW Acquisition and Relocation 
Assistance Program is not considered mitigation for the anticipated employment impacts, but 
rather an entitlement because compensation for resource relocation is provided regardless of 
impact magnitude. 

IV. LABOR FORCE 

Anticipated Commercial Displacements 
As stated previously, a total of 50 businesses would be potentially displaced by the proposed 
project (Table 6). 
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Potentially Impacted Employees 
Estimating the number of potentially impacted employees is a difficult task because no local 
agencies or organizations such as municipality, chamber of commerce, or workforce 
commissions consistently track employment numbers per employer. Employment statistics likely 
fluctuate in varying degrees per business due to various economic elements such as turnover 
rates, regional growth and unemployment trends, etc.  Because of the unavailability of locally 
produced employment information, SOCRATES, a research and analysis tool provided by the 
TWC was utilized to approximate the number of employees affected at potentially displaced 
businesses. Based on the available data, an estimated 875+ employees could potentially be 
affected by the proposed project, either by job relocation or by job loss.  Table 6 lists the 
potential number of impacted employees for each business. Wage information cannot be 
provided as data at this level of detail is not available for public use. 

Composition of Labor Force Potentially Affected 
The range in labor force anticipated to be impacted by the proposed IH 35W reconstruction 
ranges from low skill level, minimally educated, minimum wage hourly workers (e.g. motel, 
restaurant, rental services) to high skill level, salaried, workers with advanced educations (e.g. 
legal professionals, educational training and specialized services). An examination of the types 
of businesses potentially displaced revealed that the majority of the businesses to be displaced 
employ low skill level, minimally educated, hourly workers. However, based on the number of 
employees potentially affected, the majority of potentially impacted employees would be high 
skill level, salaried workers. 
 
Of the anticipated 50 business displacements, approximately 70 percent employ hourly or low-
wage earners with a high school or technical school education.  These establishments include 
gas stations, rental services, repair services, transportation-support services, and restaurants. 
These businesses represent 59 percent (513 employees) potentially affected by the proposed 
project and are the most likely not to reestablish because many are small businesses that are 
dependent on lower lease rates usually available in older, industrial areas. The remaining 30 
percent of potentially displaced businesses are professional, educational and civil service 
establishments including the Education Service Center Region XI, the Tarrant County 9-1-1 
District Administrative Office and various legal, accounting and medical offices. These 
businesses employ salaried, high-wage earners with educational backgrounds that extend 
beyond high school or technical school. High-wage earners account for 41 percent of all 
potentially affected employees. Out of this 41 percent, almost 200 people (approximately 50 
percent) are employed by the Education Service Center Region XI. This facility has requested 
that TxDOT acquire their property early so that they can plan, fund and construct a new facility. 
The early acquisition is discussed in a separate Categorical Exclusion document. The center 
plans to be established in a new building before construction of the proposed project begins and 
no job loss is expected due to the proposed project. 
 
Because no federal, state, or local agencies such as the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of 
Labor Statistics (BLS), TWC, municipalities, chambers of commerce, or other employment–
focused organizations track specific skill level, educational attainment, experience requirements, 
or wage information for specific business entities, assumptions must be established to provide 
the context of the range of labor force found adjacent to the IH 35W corridor spanning from IH 
820 to IH 30. According to the BLS, 58.8 percent of wage and salary workers were paid hourly 
rates in 2010. Of these 72.9 million workers, 4.4 million received wages at or below minimum 
wage ($7.25). Minimum wage workers tend to be young; about half of workers earning the 
minimum wage in 2010 were under the age of 25, and almost half of those were teenagers 
(ages 16 to 19). The proportion of hourly paid workers receiving the 2010 minimum wage or less 
per race/ethnic group was consistent. Six percent of whites, seven percent of blacks, six percent 
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of Asians, and six percent of Hispanics earned minimum wage or less. For all ethnicities and 
races, women were more likely than men to be low wage earners. Service occupations and the 
leisure/hospitality industry present the highest proportion of workers earning at or below 
minimum wage. Nearly half of the workers making at or below minimum wage in the 
leisure/hospitality industry are in restaurant/food service jobs. However, for many working in this 
industry, tips and commissions might supplement the hourly wages received. Texas is one of 
the states with the highest proportion of workers paid at or below minimum wage. 7 
 
The BLS reports Occupational Employment Statistics at national, state and local levels for major 
occupational groups. Table 8 provides the 2009 statistics for the Fort Worth-Arlington MD which 
includes Tarrant, Johnson, Parker and Wise counties. 
 

Table 8: Fort Worth-Arlington Metropolitan Division Employment Statistics 
Occupation Number of Workers Median Hourly Wage 
Low Skilled, Low-Wage Occupations 
Food Preparation and Serving Occupations 73,600 $8.30 
Sales and Related Occupations 95,520 $11.18 
Installation, Maintenance and Repair 
Occupations 39,160 $18.17 

Production Occupations 62,100 $13.41 
Highly Skilled, High-Wage Occupations 
Legal Occupations 4,000 $33.81 
Education, Training and Library 
Occupations  52,850 $23.00 

Management Occupations 36,730 $40.64 
      Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, http://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes_23104.htm#41-0000, April 2011. 
 
The occupations presented in Table 8 include the majority of jobs that would be impacted by the 
proposed project. The data presented indicates that workers in the restaurant/fast food industry 
receive the lowest level of compensation out of all potentially affected workers. One 
bar/restaurant and two fast food restaurants would potentially be displaced by the proposed 
project which could affect over 100 workers. Sales and production occupations receive the next 
highest median hourly wage.  Of the potentially displaced businesses, 19 businesses employ 
approximately 250 workers in sales and production. The highest-earning low-wage jobs are 
installation, maintenance and repair occupations.  Approximately five businesses employing 50 
people in these industries would be potentially displaced by the proposed project.  
 
A Wall Street Journal article from 2005 ranked the top 10 industries for high job turnover rates. 
The top 10 “turnover” industries included low–level retail jobs, nurses, fast–food workers, hotel 
and restaurant workers, and sales people. Lower–skilled, lower–wage jobs historically have had 
higher turnover rates than white–collar jobs; however, a turnover rate in traditionally highly–
skilled, white–collar jobs, especially sales, was on the rise prior to the recession which the U.S. 
labor market entered in 20088. 
 
Based on the labor assumptions described above, a majority of the employment opportunities 
(approximately 70 percent) which face potential displacement due to the proposed IH 35W 
reconstruction originate from fast food/restaurant; retail; hotel/motel, automotive, rental services, 
and service stations which typically employ low-skill, low-wage employees, and reflect high 
turnover rates. The remaining 30 percent of the employment opportunities potentially impacted 

                                                  
7 BLS Annual Report, February 25, 2011. “Characteristics of Minimum Wage Workers: 2010.” http://www.bls.gov  
8 Gerencher, Kristen. February 23, 2005. “Where the revolving door is swiftest: Job turnover high for fast-food, retail, 
nursing, child care.” The Wall Street Journal. http://www.marketwatch.com’ 
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are associated with service establishments which typically hire salaried employees with 
advanced educations (bachelor’s degree and beyond) for medium to high wage management or 
professional positions. 

Future Employment Opportunities within the EOIA Study Area 
Future employment opportunities within the EOIA study area have been identified through 
various sources of information provided by regional authorities such as the NCTCOG’s 
Development Monitoring database as well as the Fort Worth Transportation Authority (The T) 
rail expansion plans. Interviews with stakeholders such as local chambers of commerce and 
economic development representatives which serve the EOIA study area also provided 
information about future employment opportunities that may not be large enough in scale to be 
monitored by the NCTCOG or associated with The T rail expansion. 
 
NCTCOG Development Monitoring 
The NCTCOG’s Development Monitoring database tracks over 8,000 major developments that 
are existing, under construction, announced, or in the conceptual stages. Major developments 
are defined as being over 80,000 square feet and/or 80 employees and are classified in one of 
seven categories9. Within the City of Fort Worth, in 2011, over 1.2 million square feet of new 
office, retail and industrial development projects were announced, and over 1.6 million square 
feet of renovated or expanded development projects were announced. In the last two quarters 
of 2011, a new medical office at Cook Children’s Medical Center was under construction less 
than 2.5 miles from the southern project limit. Also, a new movie theater was under construction 
north of the project area and the expansion of a GE locomotive factory was underway near SH 
114 and IH 35W. Large retail, office, industrial and other development projects are constantly at 
some stage of progress each year in Fort Worth. The current developments under construction 
and announced will provide a wide range of jobs from hourly, minimum-wage positions to 
salaried, professional positions.   
 
The Fort Worth Transportation Authority 
In 2007 an Alternatives Analysis for the Southwest to Northeast Rail (now called the TEX Rail) 
was conducted by The T.  This rail line would extend from southwest Fort Worth, through 
downtown, northeast to Grapevine, and finally the north entrance of DFW International Airport. 
The T is currently moving forward with the environmental analysis for the rail line.  Four 
proposed stations are within 1.5 miles from the proposed IH 35W corridor. Two locations are 
already present and in use by the TRE in downtown Fort Worth. No changes in the types of 
development surrounding these two stations are expected. The proposed Northside Station 
would be located approximately one mile west of IH 35W and the proposed Beach Street 
Station would be located approximately 1.5 miles east of IH 35W.  The type of development 
associated with the Northside Station has not been determined at this time, but the proposed 
Beach Street Station would be a Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) station. According to 
current calculations, there would be demand for up to 600,000 square feet of office space within 
this TOD over the next 10 years.10 The implementation of the TEX Rail and new TOD stations 
could absorb some of the potential job loss created by the displacements associated with the 
proposed IH 35W expansion. 
 

                                                  
9 NCTCOG, http://www.nctcog.org/ris/demographics/devmon/glossary.asp 

 
10 Draft Beach Street Station Area Plan, September 2009. Prepared by URS for the City of Fort Worth and The T. 
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Fort Worth Chamber 
The Chamber has been very active in bringing new businesses to the city, especially during the 
current recession. In 2010 the Chamber assisted in the creation/retention of 2,200 jobs within 
the area.  In addition to these jobs, the Chamber was involved with 89 projects that resulted in 
10 businesses announcing plans either to move to Fort Worth or expand their existing facilities. 
The Chamber continues to work on projects with local, national and international companies in 
order to enhance business diversity and employment opportunities for the City of Fort Worth 
and surrounding areas. 

V. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION 

Early Acquisition 
The Education Service Center Region XI has requested that TxDOT acquire their property early 
to minimize the negative impacts associated with displacing their facility.  The center employs 
almost 200 people and provides training and development services to independent school 
districts and charter schools in 10 counties. The facility is over 14,000 sq ft in size and because 
the center provides training opportunities, it contains meeting rooms of various sizes and 
requires numerous parking spaces. Currently the facility provides approximately 600 parking 
spaces. Existing buildings for purchase in the area are unlikely to provide the specific space 
requirements needed; therefore, the center would need to either renovate an existing building or 
build a new facility. TxDOT prepared a Categorical Exclusion document for the early acquisition 
of this property which was approved on April 15, 2011. TxDOT can now acquire the property 
before the environmental process is complete. This will enable the Education Service Center 
Region XI to plan, fund, and construct a new facility and move their office and employees to the 
new space without significant interruption to their services. 
 
City of Fort Worth 
The city created the Relocation Incentives Policy & Guidelines specifically for businesses 
impacted by public infrastructure projects with the goal to keep as many impacted businesses 
within the city limits as possible. The city has been divided into three areas for purposes of this 
policy.  Business owners are offered specific incentives to move their displaced business to one 
of the three areas. If a business owner relocates to an area that lags behind in economic 
development, there are more waivers and tax abatement measures offered to that business 
owner than if he/she moves to an area that has a healthier economy. The business owner must 
complete and submit an application to the Economic and Community Development Department 
prior to relocating to a new facility in order to qualify for these benefits.   

Texas Workforce Commission  
The TWC is the state government agency charged with overseeing and providing workforce 
development services to employers and job seekers for the state of Texas. For employers, the 
TWC offers recruiting, retention, training and retraining, and outplacement services as well as 
valuable information on labor law and labor market statistics. For job seekers, the TWC offers 
career development information, job search resources, training programs, and, as appropriate, 
unemployment benefits. While targeted populations receive intensive assistance to overcome 
barriers to employment, all Texans can benefit from the services offered by the TWC and its 
network of workforce partners. 
 
The TWC is a part of a local/state network dedicated to developing the workforce of Texas. The 
network is comprised of the statewide efforts of the TWC coupled with planning and service 
provision on a regional level by 28 local workforce boards. This network gives customers access 
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to local workforce solutions and statewide services in a single location – Texas Workforce 
Centers11. 
 
Workforce Solutions for Tarrant County 
The TWC office which serves the area impacted by the proposed IH 35W improvements is 
Workforce Solutions for Tarrant County. This entity is responsible for overseeing nearly $55 
million in employment and training dollars to benefit businesses and citizens in Tarrant County. 
The Workforce Solutions for Tarrant County Board (the Board) became operational on July 1, 
1998 upon approval by the TWC. Officially, the Board is responsible for all workforce 
development programs that have been consolidated under Texas Legislation Senate Bill 642 as 
amended by House Bill 1863. 
 
Programs over which the Board currently has responsibility include:  
 

 Workforce Investment Act  
 Choices (program which assists individuals who receive Temporary Assistance to Needy 

Families benefits)  
 Food Stamp Employment and Training Program  
 Employment Service (resume preparation, financial counseling, etc.) 
 National Emergency Grant 
 Project Re-Integration of Offenders 
 Trade Adjustment Assistance 
 Worker Profiling and Reemployment Services  
 Veterans Employment Services 
 Child Care Services 

 
The Tarrant County Workforce Development system consists of eight area Workforce Centers, 
the Alliance Opportunity Center, and 24 sub-contractors providing targeted services to adults 
and youth. Two of the sites have been recognized by national organizations as “model one-stop 
centers.”  
 
The Board strives for continuous improvement in the workforce system and actively fosters 
economic development efforts throughout the region. The Board is committed to a philosophy of 
innovation, strategic and functional integration that enables it to meet the needs of its customers 
now and in the future.12 
 
A Workforce Solutions for Tarrant County Project Manager was interviewed on March 3, 2011 to 
discuss the potential for TxDOT to coordinate with the Workforce Solutions for Tarrant County to 
mitigate the potential employment impacts associated with the proposed IH 35W improvements. 
The Project Manager described the potential for “rapid response workshops” to be conducted on 
behalf of the employers. Workforce Solutions for Tarrant County can coordinate with employers 
identified for relocation by TxDOT via the ROW acquisition phase of project development to 
engage and provide one to two-hour “rapid response workshops” if requested by the employers, 
regardless of the number of employees anticipated to be impacted.  If 50 or more employees 
are to be laid off, employers must notify the TWC regardless, so the Workforce Solutions for 
Tarrant County staff is aware of employment needs and opportunities. The rapid response 
workshops could be planned and conducted by the Workforce Solutions for Tarrant County to 
provide information to groups ranging from five to 500 employees regarding the programs 

                                                  
11 Texas Workforce Commission, http://www.twc.state.tx.us/twcinfo/whatis.html  (accessed March 7, 2011). 
12 Workforce Solutions for Tarrant County, http://www.workforcesolutions.net (accessed March 7, 2011). 
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provided by the TWC and how to apply for unemployment benefits. Multiple rapid response 
workshops could be conducted by the Workforce Solutions for Tarrant County to distribute 
information to all employees potentially impacted by the proposed IH 35W project. 
 
TxDOT will commit to including TWC staff at the Public Hearing for the proposed IH 35W project 
to answer questions or present services information on behalf of the Workforce Solutions for 
Tarrant County. Contact information and employment packets for the Workforce Solutions for 
Tarrant County can also be distributed to each property owner during the ROW acquisition 
process13. 

VI. CONCLUSION 
Relocation of commercial entities can result in unemployment and associated financial impacts. 
If the businesses are able to relocate within the immediate municipality or community and 
remain viable, any potential unemployment effects would be temporary. A higher degree, or 
adverse, impact would occur if the businesses cannot relocate or must do so outside the City of 
Fort Worth. While uncertainty exists in predicting the outcome of reestablishment within close 
proximity to the businesses’ original locations, and it is unknown which of the business owners 
would choose or be able to continue operation, sites with suitable zoning and in close proximity 
are currently available in the EOIA study area as discussed in Section III – Potential Relocation 
Sites for Commercial Displacements. 
 
Relocation assistance payments and services would be provided to the displaced businesses in 
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Properties Acquisition Policies 
Act, as Amended. Loss of key employees may occur if the businesses are displaced and 
employees are not willing to travel in order to remain employed at the relocation site. This could 
affect the business’ ability to re–establish itself at the new location. However, the severity of this 
type of employment impact varies with the type of business, the distance to and attractiveness 
of the relocation site, as well as the employees' interest in continued employment with the 
business. 
 
The size of the businesses could determine the importance of the potential employment impact 
to the EOIA study area. The physical removal of a majority of any municipality’s major 
employers could result in a significant impact to employment opportunities under NEPA, and it 
could result in multiplier effects to related businesses. The loss of a small business, however, is 
likely to have a lesser effect on employment in the EOIA study area because of the fewer 
numbers of households affected. As reflected in Sections II and IV , none of the potentially 
displaced businesses are tracked by NCTCOG as major employers within the EOIA study area. 
The largest employer anticipated to be displaced is the Education Service Center Region XI with 
almost 200 employees. 
 
Employment impacts are less severe when the employer has sufficient lead time to become 
established at a new location, prior to closing the existing facility. Often businesses are 
profitable because they have built up a loyal clientele over time. Relocation to a new area may 
require time to re–establish customers. However, this time period may be short for regional or 
national businesses such as fast food franchises, service stations, retail establishments, etc. 
Only five out of the 50 potential displacements could be considered regional or national 
businesses that are easily identifiable by the general public. 
 

                                                  
13 Interview with Limous Walker, Project Manager for the Workforce Solutions for Tarrant County, held on March 3, 
2011. 
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Table 2 demonstrates that the employment growth forecast between 2010 and 2020 for the 
EOIA study area would allow for the absorption of the potential displacements associated with 
the proposed IH 35W improvements. The addition of new businesses discussed in Section IV – 
Future Employment Opportunities within the EOIA study area would create additional 
employment opportunities throughout the EOIA study area and may represent an opportunity to 
absorb any permanent employment effects that could result from the proposed IH 35W 
improvements. The expansion The T TEX Rail also enhances future employment opportunities 
by providing new centers for employment at the newly developed rail stations and access to 
locations such as the City of Grapevine and DFW International Airport. 
 
The proposed reconstruction of IH 35W would also contribute beneficial construction and 
related activities for persons in many industries throughout the economy. In order to analyze 
how transportation projects influence the economy, a national-level employment estimation 
model was developed for FHWA. This model, JOBMOD, indicates that transportation projects 
induce three rounds of jobs. The first round includes all those jobs that are created either 
directly by the firms actually constructing the project or by the firms that provide direct inputs to 
the construction project. Second round employment impacts include jobs in firms that provide 
inputs to the industries that directly provide materials and equipment used in highway 
construction. An example of a second round employment impact is a firm that provides sheet 
steel (second round) to the firm that makes the guard rail (first round). Third round employment 
includes all jobs generated by the consumer expenditures resulting from the wages paid for first 
and second round employment. It is equivalent to the standard input–output definition of 
“induced” employment, and reflects producers’ response to an increase in demand for all types 
of goods and services. 
 
Finally, the Workforce Solutions for Tarrant County would be proactive in assisting any 
employees that would be affected as a result of the displacements associated with the proposed 
reconstruction of IH 35W. Workforce Solutions staff has agreed to attend the proposed project’s 
Open House/Public Hearing and provide handouts and other information regarding Workforce 
Solutions services.  As discussed in Section V, Workforce Solutions for Tarrant County can 
coordinate with employers identified for relocation by TxDOT via the ROW acquisition phase of 
project development to engage and provide one to two-hour “rapid response workshops” if 
requested by the employers, regardless of the number of employees anticipated to be impacted. 
The rapid response workshops could be planned and conducted by the Workforce Solutions of 
Tarrant County to provide information to groups ranging from 5 to 500 employees regarding the 
programs provided by the Workforce Centers and how to apply for unemployment benefits.  
Efforts by Workforce Solutions’ services are targeted toward assisting the individual employees 
and can help prepare those employees to work in other occupations if the employee is unable to 
find work in or chooses to leave their current field of employment. 
 
NEPA was signed into law to require federal agencies to consider environmental effects before 
committing federal funding and to address the need for federal agencies to take a leadership 
role in protecting vital resources. NEPA requires that federal agencies must determine whether 
a proposed action may “significantly affect the quality of the human environment” and thus 
require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement [42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c)]. When 
environmental effects could occur, but the significance of those effects is not known, 23 Code of 
Federal Regulation (CFR) 771.119, requires that FHWA determine which aspects of the 
proposed action have potential for social, economic, or environmental impact; identify 
alternatives and measures which might mitigate adverse environmental impacts; and identify 
other environmental review and consultation requirements which should be performed 
concurrently with the preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA). This technical report 
has analyzed the potential for adverse effects to employment opportunities associated with the 
proposed IH 35W project. The determination as to whether these effects rise to the level which 
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would require the preparation of an EA must consider both the context in which the effects will 
occur and the intensity of the effects [40 CFR 1508.27]. 
 
Context in terms of NEPA analyses refers to the affected environment in which the project 
would take place. This report has addressed both the municipality and the economic conditions 
in which the effects of the proposed IH 35W project would occur. The analysis has considered 
potential effects to employment opportunities should displaced businesses be unable to 
reestablish in close proximity of their original location. The intensity of the proposed project’s 
effects has been established in relation to development announced or under construction in the 
municipalities affected, and in relation to the benefits provided to the local and regional 
economy if the project is implemented. 
 
Beneficial effects to the local economy through the management in congestion and the addition 
of capacity and mobility along the IH 35W corridor should accrue at a level that would benefit all 
parties working or providing services in the EOIA study area. Assistance provided through the 
Workforce Solutions for Tarrant County is anticipated to minimize or mitigate for any adverse 
effects that could accrue to individual employees as a result of the implementation of the 
proposed project. Therefore, as summarized above, when potential effects to employment are 
analyzed in the context in which they are to occur, it does not appear that these effects rise to 
the level at which additional study or the preparation of an EIS would be warranted. 
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t Texas Department of rransporfJ;iJn
DEWITT C. GHEER STATE HIGHWAY BLDG.. 12s E. 11TH STREET. AUST|N, TEXAS 78701-2483. (512) 463-8585

Apri lT,  2009

Ms. LaRue Parker, Chairperson
Caddo Nation of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 487
Binger, OK 73009

RE: Texas Department of Transportation Proposed Projects for Interstate Highway (lH) 35W,
Located in Tarrant County, Fort Worth District:
Section 1, CSJ: 0014-16-192: from lH 820 to SH 183
Section 2, CSJ: 0014-16-193: from SH 183 to Northside Drive
Section 3, CSJ: 0014-'16-'1 79: from Northside Drive to Spur 280

Dear Ms. Parker:

The above referenced transportation prolect is being considered for construction by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT).
Environmental studies are in the process of being conducted for this project. The purpose of this
letter is to contact you in order to initiate Section 106 consultation with your community pursuant
to stipulations of the First Amended Programmatic Agreement among the Federal Highway
Administration, the Texas Department of Transportation, the Texas State Historic Preservation
Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservalion Regarding the lmplementation of
Transportation Undertakings (PA-TU). The project is located in an area that is of interest to your
tribe.

The proposed prolect would improve a S.4-mile section of lH 35W in Tarrant County, Texas.
The proposed improvements include the reconstruction and widening of the existing highway to
a 1?-lane facility, which includes four barrier-separated managed lanes, and reconstruction of
cross street bridges and ramps. The project location has been indicated on the attached county
map. A map of the state, depicting the location of Tarrant County, has also been attached. The
proposed project has been assigned three separate Control-Section-Job (CSJ) numbers and a
description of the proposed improvements within each CSJ is provided below.

THE TEXAS PLAN
REDUCE CONGESTION . ENHANCE SAFETY . EXPAND ECONOfulIC OPPORTUNITY . IMPROVE AIR QUALITY

INCREASE THE VALUE OF OUR TRANSPORTATION ASSETS

An Equal Opporlunity Employer



Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservalion Act;
Texas Department of Transportation Proposed Projects for Interstate Highway (lH) 35W,

Localed in Tarrant County, Fort Worth District:
Section 1, CSJ: 0014-16-192; from lH 820 to SH 183

Section 2, CSJ: 0014-16-193; from SH ',|83 to Northside Drive
Section 3. CSJ: 0014-'16-179: from Norihside Diive to Spur 280

r Section 1 , CSJ: 0014-16-192; from lH 820 to SH 183 (MTP ref. FT 1140) - Construct four
general purpose lanes in each direction and two banier-separated managed lanes in each
direction. Two-lane discontinuous frontage roads would be constructed throughout this
section.

r Section 2, CSJ: 0014-16-193;from SH 183 to Northside Drive (MTP ref. FT 1142)-
Construct four general purpose lanes in each direction and two barrier-separated
managed lanes in each direction. Two-lane discontinuous frontage roads would be
constructed throughout this section.

. Section 3, CSJ: 0014-16-179; from Northside Drive to Spur 280 (MTP ref. FT 1142 and FT
1144) - Construct four general purpose lanes in each direction and two barrier-separated
managed lanes in each direction. Two-lane discontinuous frontage roads would be
constructed throughout this section. Direct connectors from lH 35W to SH 121 , Spur 280,
US 377, US 287 and lH 30 would also be construcled. This section also includes
improvements along a one-mile portion of SH 121. lmprovements include reconstructed
overpass bridges at Sylvania Avenue and Riverside Drive, direct connectors to lH 35W
and direct access to downtown Fort Worth via Belknap Street and Weatherford Street.

Detailed project descriptions for the following prolects are not available at this time. Typically,
interstate expansion projects involve removal and/or alteration of existing traffic lanes, replacing
lanes with slightly wider ones, and widening of shoulders and/or intersection improvements to
match the new width. The work could also include bridge replacement and construction at
stream crossings, channel clearing, guardrail installation, and the placement of concrete rip rap
on the bridge abutments to prevent erosion. The area of potential effects (APE) for interstate
expansion projects can vary significantly from project to project. However, the APE for the this
project is 5.4 miles in length and includes 355 acres of existing right of way (ROW) along with
70 acres of additional or proposed ROW (including easements) immediately adjacent to existing
ROW. The depth of impacts in the APE would generally be less than three feet within the
construction area but would also involve impacts along stream banks (primarily at the West Fork
of the Trinity River crossing) of approximately 20 feet in depth.

The proposed pfoject would, for the most part, impact sediments that have been previously
disturbed by urban development and construction of the existing transportation facilities,
structures, and approaches. However, stream crossings (i.e. West Fork of the Trinity River) are
typically located in areas of recently deposited alluvial soils, may be relatively undisturbed, and
areas around water sources are more likely to have been occupied by prehistoric communities.
Soils identified at lH 35W and the West Fork of the Trinity River post-date the accepted start of
human occupation of North America and, therefore, have the potential to contain buried
archeological deposits.

A review of the Texas Archeological Sites Atlas in March 2009, shows previously recorded sites
in the area of one of the three project sections. Two previously recorded prehistoric sites are
located in the area of CSJ: 0014-16-179, lH 35W at West Fork of the Trinity River (41TR202
and 41TR203). The sites are of unknown origin on the North Fork of the Trinity River (west
bank) within one kilometer (0.62 mile) of the project area. The Web Soil Survey indicates alluvial
soils with the potential to contain intact buried archeological deposits (Frio silty clay,
occasionally flooded ).
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Re: Section 106 Consultation. National Historic Preservation Act;
Texas Department of Transportation Proposed Projects for Interstate Highway (lH) 35W'

Located in Tarrant County, Fort Worth District:
Section 1, CSJ: 0014-16-192; from lH 820 to SH 183

Section 2, CSJ: 0014-16-193; from SH 183 to Northside Drive
Section 3, CSJ: 0014-'16-179; from Northside Drive to Spur 280

Due to the project location in proximity to natural water sources and the presence of previously
recorded archeology at one of the section locations, TxDOT recommends an archeological field
investigation to confirm the presence or absence of intact archeological deposils in the project
areas.

According to our Programmatic Agreement under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, we are writing to request your comments on historic properties of cultural or
religious significance to your tribe that may be affected by the proposed undertaking. Any
comments you may have on the TxDOT recommendation should also be provided. Please
provide your comments within 30 days of receipt of this letter. Any comments provided after that
time will be addressed to the fullest extent possible. lf you do not object that the provided
recommendation is appropriate, please sign below to indicate your concurrence. In the event
that further investigations by our office disclose the presence of archeological deposits, we will
contact your tribe to continue consultation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. lf you have questions, please contact John Arnn
(TxDOT Archeologist) a|5121416-2639 (email: jarnn@dot.state.tx.us)or me at 5121416-2636
(email: dprice@dot.state.tx.us). When replying to this correspondence, please ensure that the
envelope address includes reference to the Archeological Studies Branch, Environmental Affairs
Division.

Sincerely,

€zC*;r-
G.R. Dennis Price
Archeological Studies Branch
Environmental Affairs Division

Concurrence by: Date:

Attachments

cc w/attachments: Barbara Maley, Environmental Coordinator FHWA; Sonja Whitehead, TxDOT
Fort Worth District Environmental Coordinator; Michelle Skinner, ENV-PM TxDoT; John Arnn,
ENV-ARCH TxDOT; ENV-ARCH Project File

cc w/o attachments: ETS Scan
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The attached letter was sent to the following tribes on April 7. 2009 :

Ms. LaRue Parker, Chairperson
Caddo Nation of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 487
Binger, OK 73009

Ms. Glenna Wallace, Chief
Easlern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 350
Seneca, MO 64865

Mr. Carleton Naiche-Palmer. President
c/o Holly Houghten
Mescalero Apache Tribe
P.Q. Box227
Mescalero, NM 88340

Mr. Don Patterson, President
Tonkawa Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma
1 Rush Buffalo Rd
Tonkawa, OK 74653

[transmitted by email]

Mr. Jimmy Arterberry, THPO
Comanche Nation of Oklahoma
Comanche Nation Office of Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 908
LaMon. OK 73502

Mr. Dewey Tsonetokoy, Sr.,
Cultural Preservation/NAG PRA Office
Kiowa Indian Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 369
Carnegie, OK 73015

Mr. Kerry Holton, President
The Delaware Nation
P.O. Box 825
Anadarko, OK 73005



@
U.S. Department
of Tronsoortotion
Federol Highwoy
Administrotion

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATTON
3OO EAST 8TH STREET, RM 826

AUSTIN.TEXAS 78701

f,ffi-
TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSFORTATION

t25 E. tt* srREnt
AUSTIN, TEXAS 7 87 0l-2483

Apri lT,  2009

Mr. Alonzo Chalepah, Chairman
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 1220
Anadarko. OK 73005

RE: Texas Department of Transportation Proposed Projects for Interstate Highway (lH) 35W,
Located in Tarrant County, Fort Worth District:
Section 1, CSJ: O014-16-192: from lH 820 to SH 183
Section 2, CSJ: 00,|4-16-193; from SH 183 to Northside Drive
Section 3, CSJ: 0014-16-179: from Northside Drive to Spur 280

Dear Mr. Chaleoah:

The above referenced transportation project is being considered for construction by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT).
Environmental studies are in the process of being conducted for this project. The purpose of this
letter is to contact you in order to initiate Section 106 consultation with your community pursuant
to stipulations of the First Amended Programmatic Agreement among the Federal Highway
Administration, the Texas Department of Transportation, the Texas State Historic Preservation
Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding the lmplementation of
Transportation Undertakings (PA-TU). The project is located in an area that may be of interest
to your tribe.

The proposed project would improve a S.4-mile section of lH 35W in Tarrant County, Texas.
The proposed improvements include the reconstruction and widening of the existing highway to
a l?-lane facility, which includes four barrier-separated managed lanes, and reconstruction of
cross street bridges and ramps. The project location has been indicated on the attached county
map. A map of the state, depicting the location of Tarrant County, has also been attached. The
proposed prolect has been assigned three separate Control-section-Job (CSJ) numbers and a
description of the proposed improvements within each CSJ is provided below.
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Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
rexas Departmentof rransp€rtiffIJ,"sn:l,:iffi",fJil'3i:;::1* t'nn*"v(rH) 35w'

Section 1, CSJ: 0014-16-192; from lH 820 to SH 183
Section 2. CSJ: 0014-16-193: from SH 183 to Northside Drive

Section 3. CSJ: 0014-16-179: from Northside Drive to Spur 280

r Section 1, CSJ: 0014-16-192: from lH 820 to SH 183 (MTP ref. FT 1 140) - Construct four
general purpose lanes in each direction and two barrier-separated managed lanes in each
direction. Two-lane discontinuous frontage roads would be constructed throughout this
section.

. Section 2, CSJ: 0014-16-193; from SH 183 to Northside Drive (MTP ref. FT 1142) -
Construct four general purpose lanes in each direction and two barrier-separated
managed lanes in each direction. Two-lane discontinuous frontage roads would be
constructed throughout this section.

. Section 3, CSJ: 00121-16-179; from Northside Drive to Spur 280 (MTP ref. FT 1 142 and FT
1144) - Construct four general purpose lanes in each direction and two barrier-separated
managed lanes in each direction. Two-lane discontinuous frontage roads would be
constructed throughout this section. Direct connectors from lH 35W to SH 121, Spur 280,
US 377, US 287 and lH 30 would also be constructed. This section also includes
improvements along a one-mile portion of SH 121 . lmprovements include reconstructed
overpass bridges at Sylvania Avenue and Riverside Drive, direct connectors to lH 35W
and direct access to downtown Fort Worth via Belknap Street and Weatherford Street.

Detailed project descriptions for the following projects are not available at this time. Typically,
interstate expansion prqects involve removal and/or alteration of existing traffic lanes, replacing
lanes with slightly wider ones, and widening of shoulders and/or intersection improvements to
match the new width. The work could also include bridge replacement and construction at
stream crossings, channel clearing, guardrail installation, and the placement of concrete rip rap
on the bridge abutments to prevent erosion. The area of potential effects (APE) for interstate
expansion projects can vary significantly from project to project. However, the APE for the this
project is 5.4 miles in length and includes 355 acres of existing right of way (ROW) along with
70 acres of additional or proposed ROW (including easements) immediately adjacent to existing
ROW. The depth of impacts in the APE would generally be less than three feet within the
construction area but would also involve impacts along stream banks (primarily at the West Fork
of the Trinity River crossing) of approximately 20 feet in depth.

The proposed project would, for the most part, impact sedimenls that have been previously
disturbed by urban development and construction of the existing transportation facilities,
structures, and approaches. However, stream crossings (i.e. West Fork of the Trinity River) are
typically located in areas of recently deposited alluvial soils, may be relatively undisturbed, and
areas around water sources are more likely to have been occupied by prehistoric communities.
Soils identified at lH 35W and the West Fork of the Trinity River post-date the accepted start of
human occupation of North America and, therefore, have the potential to contain buried
archeological deposits.

A review of the Texas Archeological Sites Atlas in March 2009, shows previously lecorded sites
in the area of one of the three project sections. Two previously recorded prehistoric sites are
located in the area of CSJ: 0014-16-179, lH 35W at West Fork of the Trinity River (41TR202
and 41TR203). The sites are of unknown origin on the North Fork of the Trinity River (west
bank) within one kilometer (0.62 mile) of the project area. The Web Soil Survey indicates alluvial
soils with the potential to contain intact buried archeological deposits (Frio silty clay,
occasionally flooded).
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Re: Section 106 Consultation, National Historic Preservation Act;
Texas Department of Transportation Proposed Projects for Interstate Highway (lH) 35W,

Located in Tarrant County, Fort Worth District:
Section 1, CSJ:0014-16-192; from lH 820to SH 183

Section 2, CSJ: 0014-16-193; from SH 183 lo Northside Drive
Section 3, CSJ: 0014-16-1 79; from Northside Drive to Spur 280

Due to the project location in proximity to natural water sources and the presence of previously
recorded archeology at one of the section locations, TxDOT recommends an archeological field
investigation to confirm the presence or absence of intact archeological deposits in the project
areas.

According to our procedures and at the request of the FHWA under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, we are wdting to request your comments on historic properties of
cultural or religious significance to your tribe that may be affected by the proposed undertaking.
Any comments you may have on the TxDOT recommendation should also be provided. Please
provide your comments within 30 days of receipt of this letter. Any comments provided after that
time will be addressed to the fullest extent possible. lf you do not object that the provided
recommendation is appropriate, please sign below to indicate your concurrence. In the event
that further investigations by our office disclose the presence of archeological deposits, we will
contact your tribe to continue consultation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. lf you have questions, please contact John Arnn
(TxDOT Archeologist) at5121416-2639 (email: jarnn@dot.state.tx.us) or me at 5121416-2636
(email: dprice@dot.state.tx.us). When replying to this correspondence, please ensure that the
envelope address includes reference to the Archeological Studies Branch, Environmental Affairs
Division.

Sincerely,

G.R. Dennis Price
Archeological Studies Branch
Environmental Affairs Division

Concurrence by: Date:

Attachments

cc w/attachments: Barbara Maley, Environmental Coordinator FHWA; Sonja Whitehead, TxDOT
Fort Worth District Environmental Coordinalor; Michelle Skinner, ENV-PM TxDOT; John Arnn,
ENV-ARCH TxDOT; ENV-ARCH Project File

cc Wo attachments: ETS Scan
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The attached letter was sent to the following tribes on April 7. 2009 :

Mr. Alonzo Chalepah, Chairman
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 1220
Anadarko, OK 73005

Mr. Juan Garza, Jr., Chairperson
NAGPRA Coordinator
Kickapoo Traditional Tribe of Texas
HC1 Route, Box 9700
Eagle Pass, TX 78852

Ms. Jennie Lil lard, Town King
Kialegee Tribal Town
P.O. Box 332
Wetumka, OK 74883

Mr. Buford Rolin, Chairperson
Poarch Band of Creek Indians
5811 Jack Springs Road
Atmore, AL 36502

Mr. Marlon Frye, ChairPerson
Business Committee
Kickapoo of Oklahoma
P.O. Box 70
McLoud, OK 74851

Mr. Leslie Standing, President
Wichita and Affiliated Tribes
P.O. Box 729
Anadarko. OK 73005

Mr. Arlan Whitebird, Chairperson
Kickapoo of Kansas
1107 Goldfinch Road
P.O. Box271
Horton. KS 66439

Mr. John Mil ler, Chairperson
Pokagon Band of Potawatomi lndians of Michigan
P.O.  Box 180
Dowagiac, Ml 49047



County Location Map
Texas Department of Transportation Proposed Prolects for lH 35W, Tarrant County, Fort
Worth District CSJ: 0014-16-192, from lH 820 to SH 183

CSJ:0014-16-193, from SH 183 to Northside Drive
CSJ:0014-16-179, from Northside Drive to Spur280





Map Output Page I of 1

http://nueces.thc.state.tx.us/maps/ims?ServiceName:TexasOutline&ClientVersion:4.0&F... 3/26/2009
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Soil Map-Tanant Counv, Te)€s 0014-16-179 tH35 W

Map Unit Legend

Tarrant County, Texag (rxt+39)

ilep Unlt N.me Acr€3 In AOI Percont of AOI
26 FIio sllly clay, occasionally fooded 8.5 100.0%

Totab fol Arsa of lntet€st 8,5 100.0%

Web Soil Survey 2.1
National Cooperalive Soil Survey



a::ao_-:I_.
Re: $ection 10S Consuttalion. Natio at H;slor:c Freservation Act:

Tex*s Deparlment of Transporlatron Proposed Prolecls for lnler$fale Higlr$ay {lHi 35W.

*.* [T i:?$il?il i;ily,ffjl fig,?;' l51 *
$ecliofr 2, csJr 00t4"1s-.t$3; lrom sH 183 to North$ide Drive

$eciirtir 3, csJ: 0s1€-16.179: from Northside Dnve to Spur 280

Due tn lhe plojecl lacation in proximity lo natursl waier $Gurces and lhe preserlce of previously
r€corded archeology al one of the seilion loc€lion$. TxDOT recomnends an archeo:ogical n€id
anvesligation to cr:nfirm the preser':ce or absence of int3ct archeological deposits in lhe projecl
areas.

Acccrding to our Programmatic Agreement und€r Section 106 ol the f,lalional Historic
Freseruation Act, lve are wriling to request yoilr comments on hisloric properiie$ ol cullural or
religious significance to yaur lribe thaL may'be ailecied by the proposei underlaking. Any
conmenl$ you nlay have on the TxDOf recommendalion shculd al$o be provided. Plesse
provlUe your tomments within 30 days of receipt of thi$ l6tter. Any comments provided after lhat
tifte wril be addressed to the fullesl €xtenl possibl€. ll you do not rlbject thal the provided
recommendalion is appropriate, pl€ase stgn below lo indicate your concurrence. In the evenl
that furlher invesligations by oor office disilase the presence of areheological depo$its, we will
contact your trfbe lo continue consult€tion.

TTl:o-u for your altention 1o this rnalter. lf you have questions, pleaEe conlact John Arnn
(TxD0T.A'rcheclog'st) at 512/416-2639 (emaii: jarrrn@dot.sfale.tx.us) or me at 5121416-2s36
{ema.il: dprice@dot,Ela'te.tx.u$). whefl replying ic, thii csrespondence, pl€a$e ensurs tnatr the
envelope addres$ include$ reference to inti Aict'reoiogical Stirrlies Sranch. Environnrenial Affairs
Division

Sincersly,

. . ;
f  

' n , ' ' )  
!  / ' * - . -'. .. t :-'r /,-*,._-*_ /

S.R. Dennis Price
Archeological Studr€$ Branch
Environmertal Affairs Division

cr w/stiachmrnt$: Sarbara l!4aley. €nvironmental Coordinatcr FHWA: Sonja \.Vhilehead, TxDOT
Fort \ryonn Drstrrcl Environmenlal cilordinalor: Michsil€ skrnner,.ENV-pfi4 TxDorr John Arnn.
FI.JV-ARCH TxDOl: ENV-ARCH project File

cc '.vk": illlachrn*nls: FT$ $cen

lrtbe o€ orlahor*a

1l at :l



SCANFiFT-,
Re:Sect ion106Consu| ta t ion 'Nat iona|His tor icPreservat ionAct ;

Texas Departmenl of Transportation Proposed Projects for lnterstate Highway (lF't) 35W, c'/-"'/' a1
Located in Tarrant County, Fort Worth District: i *'--::=. /

Section 1 , CSJ: 0014-16-192; from lH 820 to SH 183
Section 2, CSJ: 0014-16-193; from SH 183 to Northside Drive

Section S, ESJ=!.Ql-4:l-6-[.9;tSm Northside Drive to Spur 280

Due to the project location in proximity to natural water sources and the presence of previously
recorded archeology at one of the section locations, TxDOT recommends an archeological field
investigation to confirm the presence or absence of intact archeological deposits in the project
areas.

According to our Programmatic Agreement under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Acl, we are writing to request your comments on historic properties of cultural or
religious significance to your tribe that may be affected by the proposed undertaking. Any
comments you may have on the TxDOT recommendation should also be provided. Please
provide your comments within 30 days of receipt of this letter. Any comments provided after that
time will be addressed to the fullest extent possible. lf you do not object that the provided
recommendation is appropriate, please sign below to indicate your concurrence. In the event
that further investigations by our office disclose the presence of archeological deposits, we will
contact your tribe to continue consultation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. lf you have questions, please contact John Arnn
(TxDOT Archeologist) at 5121416-2639 (email: jarnn@dot.state.tx.us) or me at 5121416-2636
(email: dprice@dot.state.tx.us). When replying to this correspondence, please ensure that the
envelope address includes reference to the Archeological Studies Branch, Environmental Affairs
Division.

Sincerely,

fltr$#?r fj'Vk
A,rR j. :i iflilf

{ {t tYl

G.R. Dennis Price
Archeological Studies Branch
Environmental Affairs Division

* ' :
Date:

cc w/attachments: Barbara Maley, Environmental Coordinator FHWA; Sonja Whitehead, TxDOT
Fort Worth District Envilonmental Coordinator; Michelle Skinner, ENV-PM TxDOT; John Arnn,
ENV-ARCH TxDOT; ENV-ARCFI Project File

rhu buJ"ra* l'Je-lion

3 o f 3



































































































1 

 

 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 
P.O. Box 7430 

Fort Worth, Texas 76111 
 

February 15, 2012      

 

                                

 

Ms. Maribel Chavez 

District Engineer 

Texas Department of Transportation 

Fort Worth District Office 

2501 S.W. Loop 820 at McCart Avenue 

Fort Worth, TX 76133 

 

Mark M. Brown, Ph.D. 

Architectural Historian, Historical Studies Branch 

Environmental Affairs Division 

TXDOT 

118 E. Riverside Dr. 

Austin, TX 78704 

 

Re:  Section 106 Consulting Party comments on Interstate 35 expansion impact on 

Oakhurst National Register Historic District 

 

Dear Ms. Chavez and Dr. Brown: 

 

The Oakhurst Neighborhood Association appreciates the opportunity to comment as a consulting 

party on the impact of the expansion of Interstate 35 on the Oakhurst National Register Historic 

District.  We appreciated the opportunity to meet on February 7, 2012 with TXDOT Fort Worth 

Region staff members as well as TXDOT Austin staff members to discuss our concerns about the 

expansion project’s impact on the Oakhurst neighborhood. 

 

As you know, the Oakhurst Neighborhood Association has worked for more than 7 years with 

TXDOT on the plans for I-35 expansion as they would affect Oakhurst.  We have always asked 

that TXDOT expand the roadway to the west, away from our historic neighborhood, listed on the 

National Register of Historic Places in 2010.  During this long period of ONA being a 

stakeholder in the plans for I-35, TXDOT has always drawn and shown plans shifting the road 

west away from the neighborhood. 
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Our association is strongly opposed to plans to shift an expanded I-35 east toward our 

neighborhood to accommodate Chesapeake’s drilling site at Northside Drive and Mercado Drive.  

We find those plans to be unacceptable.  We believe that shifting I-35 toward Oakhurst will 

increase noise, light, and car and truck emissions into the neighborhood.  We believe that shifting 

the road east instead of west could also negatively impact home values for residents who live in 

West Oakhurst, closest to I-35. 

 

Based on information in Ms. Chavez’ letter of  January 6, 2012 as well as information we gleaned 

from the February 7, 2012 meeting with TXDOT staff, we have the following comments, 

concerns, and requests: 

 

1.  We continue to ask that TXDOT use the November 2010 I-35 expansion design which 

shifts the road west away from Oakhurst. 

 

2. We continue to ask that TXDOT engage an expert to assess the true value of 

Chesapeake’s Mercado drill site and provide realistic estimates of what must be moved 

(tanks, wellheads, etc.) and what that will cost to ensure that the road is shifted west.  

Additionally, we ask that TXDOT look at alternatives to the alignment that can 

accommodate the well site and not shift the roadway toward Oakhurst. 

 

When we asked  at the February 7 meeting if TXDOT has been able to identify such an 

expert or determine the cost of moving Chesapeake’s natural gas infrastructure, Engineer 

Curtis Hanan said, “We haven’t been able to determine the value” of the infrastructure or 

an independently arrived at cost of moving the infrastructure. 

 

(It is worth noting that the Fort Worth City Council, on its February 14 agenda, voted to 

approve an item to spend $3.6 million to move gas pipeline distribution facilities to allow 

the realignment of the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad Main Line as part of the 

Runway Extension Project at Fort Worth Alliance Airport.  (See the attached Fort Worth 

City Council Mayor and Council communication.)  The Council is using Federal 

Aviation Administration funds with a City 5% percent match to accomplish this move of 

gas drilling infrastructure.  Has TXDOT explored the potential availability of federal 

highway funds to accomplish the relocation of gas drilling infrastructure at the Mercado 

site?) 

 

In our view, TXDOT must answer the following questions:  1) What is the life of the 

Chesapeake wells and tanks in question?  2)  How long will they be in operation at the 

Mercado site?  The point is that the Oakhurst neighborhood will be here a lot longer than 

the wells or tanks at the Mercado site.  Therefore, it should be the neighborhood which is 

accommodated, not the temporary gas drilling infrastructure. 

 

Contrary to information from TXDOT that it is impossible to determine the value of the 

wells or tanks in question at the Mercado site, we note that the Texas Railroad 

Commission collects monthly production figures from natural gas wells.  It would seem 

that that information (and the market value of the production) plus information on the 

value of  the well and tank infrastructure in question plus the cost of relocating those 

wells and tanks in question would provide a figure of the true cost of the infrastructure 

relocation project.   
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3. The height of the expanded interstate (18-19 feet higher than the existing roadway) 

continues to be a concern for the neighborhood.  Is it possible to lower the clearance of 

the road over the railroad and thus lower the height of the road near the neighborhood?  

What measures can be taken to reduce the overall height of the road near Oakhurst 

between Yucca Avenue and Watauga Road? 

 

At the February 7 meeting, the reason given for raising the highway was to improve the 

grade for trucks and to be able to clear the railroad bridge.  However, at its present 

elevation, I-35 near Oakhurst already clears the railroad bridge; on the west, the ground 

elevation is lower so why is it necessary to raise the road to clear the railroad bridge? 

 

4.  We have recently been informed that the City of Fort Worth may consider amending its 

billboard ordinance to allow more LED and changeable copy highway billboards.  This is 

a concern to the Oakhurst Neighborhood since the highway will be more visible (by 

raising it 19 feet above the existing roadway).  A more visible highway means potentially 

more visible lighted signs from the neighborhood. 

 

5. We are requesting that TXDOT commit in writing to comply with the state “dark skies” 

legislation in any and all contracts concerning lighting for the I-35 project, at least 

between Yucca Avenue to Watauga Road and within 1 mile south of Yucca Avenue and 

1 mile north of Watauga Road. 

 

6. The Oakhurst Neighborhood Association wants to be involved in discussions with I-35 

expansion project contractors regarding 1) lighting design and discussions;  2) 

landscaping plan discussions; and 3) any and all project element discussions or contracts 

which may have an aesthetic or economic impact on the Oakhurst National Register 

Historic District (for example, design of the Yucca Avenue median and entrance to the 

neighborhood.)  We ask that TXDOT use the services of a Texas State Licensed 

Landscape Architect to prepare any and all landscape plans (design and plant 

designations) for the I-35 expansion project as it relates to Oakhurst.   

 

We are particularly concerned about the fact that trees along the east side the interstate 

between Yucca Avenue and Watauga Road will be removed by TXDOT.  Ms. Chavez’ 

January 6, 2012 letter stated:  “. . . since a substantial noise reduction does not occur until 

vegetation matures the FHWA does not consider the planting of vegetation to be an 

appropriate highway traffic noise abatement measure (FHWA, Highway Traffic Noise:  

Analysis and Abatement Guidance, June 2010).” 

 

Regardless of FHWA’s position that vegetation is not an effective highway traffic noise 

abatement measure, our experience as Oakhurst residents is that trees and vegetation can 

indeed be a very effective noise abatement component.  We are concerned to see that all 

trees removed are replaced with trees of like canopy and caliper.   

 

FHWA’s position does not seem to deny that mature vegetation can be a highway traffic 

noise abatement measure, so it appears that the landscape plan for the project should be 

designed to use as much mature vegetation as possible. 

 

7. The Oakhurst Neighborhood Association wants to be involved in discussions on I-35 

expansion project items near the neighborhood between Yucca Avenue and Watauga 

Road which are not necessarily related to our National Register Historic District – noise 

impacts, light impacts, emission impacts, impact on property values in the district, etc. 
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8. At the February 7 meeting with TXDOT staff,  we were particularly concerned to hear 

new information presented in the Oakhurst Noise Environment Map.  It is our 

understanding from the TXDOT noise expert that new computer noise modeling 

studies (now extending to 2035) show that there is an overall noise increase of 5 

decibels in the entire westernmost part of the neighborhood (between Yucca Avenue 

and Watauga Road.  This noise increase is due to shifting the road closer to 

Oakhurst to accommodate the gas well site on the west side of I-35).  Because we 

have not yet been provided a copy of the map, it is not clear exactly how many Oakhurst 

households will be affected, but it appears to be dozens.   

 

This is a significant change in how highway noise will impact the neighborhood from the 

information we were given in November 2011 when we met with TXDOT staff in Rep. 

Lon Burnam’s office.  At that meeting we were told that TXDOT studies showed there 

would be no noise impact or that the noise impact from the highway would actually 

improve by 2030.  Now we are told that the 2035 model shows that the noise gets 

worse by 5 decibels. 

 

We therefore respectfully disagree with Architectural Historian Mark Brown in his 

assessment that this new study still means that the I-35 highway expansion project (at 

least in the way of noise impact) has no adverse effect on the neighborhood.  It is clear 

from the latest study and maps that shifting the road closer to Oakhurst does indeed have 

an adverse noise effect on contributing structures within the Oakhurst National Register 

Historic District as well as those which may not be contributing but are nevertheless 

within the area of the neighborhood (the entire western portion) where noise is projected 

to increase by 5 decibels. 

 

TXDOT agrees now that there will be a significant increase in noise as a result of shifting 

I-35 closer to Oakhurst.  We continue to find it unacceptable that, to date, TXDOT 

continues to find no methods to avoid, minimize or mitigate the acknowledged noise 

increase. 

 

The neighborhood must have relief from the projected increased noise and we continue to 

ask TXDOT and the City of Fort Worth to work with us to accomplish the following 

toward that relief: 

 

1) Installation of “No Jake Braking” signs on I-35 at points closest to Oakhurst; 

2) Use of plants and trees and other plantings along the east side of the expanded I-35 

(and a complete overview of which trees will be taken out by TXDOT); 

3) All other measures (including consideration of using the November 2010 I-35 

expansion design which shifts the road away from Oakhurst) which will reduce the 

impact of noise and light from the road on the Oakhurst National Register Historic 

District and both its contributing and non-contributing structures. 

 

9. What will be the effect of the expansion of Interstate-35 (before and after construction) 

on the resident wildlife in Oakhurst and the surrounding area?  Close proximity to the 

Trinity River and wooded areas (Oakhurst Scenic Drive, etc.) has meant that local 

wildlife has thrived in our area.  What measures can ensure that will continue to be the 

case? 
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Oakhurst continues to find itself in the position of, at the last minute, having to entertain the 

possibility that the road might still be shifted toward our neighborhood to accommodate 

commercial interests.  We find that a temporary commercial interest might have a very permanent 

impact on our historic neighborhood.  That is an unacceptable situation and one we hope 

TXDOT, working with the City of Fort Worth and Chesapeake, will solve for the benefit of 

Oakhurst.  We do believe that there is an engineering solution to the current issues posed by the 

Mercado well site, and to the extent that we as a neighborhood are able, we are prepared to work 

towards finding that solution. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Ginger Bason 

President 

 

 

cc:   Honorable Wendy Davis, Texas Senate, District 10 

       Charles Boswell, Office of Senator Davis 

       Anthony Spangler, Officer of Senator Davis 

       Honorable Lon Burnam, Texas House of Representatives, District 90 

       Craig Adair, Chief of Staff, Office of Representative Burnam 

       Bill Meadows, TXDOT Commissioner 

       Honorable Betsy Price, Mayor, City of Fort Worth 

       Honorable Sal Espino,  

             Council Member, District 2, City of Fort Worth 

       Janice Brown, Division Administrator, Federal Highway Administration, Austin        

       Bruce Jensen, Director, Historical Studies Branch, Environmental Affairs Division, 

         TXDOT, Austin 

       Mark M. Brown, Architectural Historian, Environmental Affairs Division, 

             TXDOT, Austin 

       Mark Wolfe, Executive Director, Texas Historical Commission 

       Adrienne V. Campbell, Historian, Texas Historical Commission 

       Elizabeth S. Merritt, Associate General Counsel, National Trust                                      

            
  

       

 

 























































1 

 

 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 
P.O. Box 7430 

Fort Worth, Texas 76111 
 

April 25, 2012                               

 

                                

 

Ms. Maribel Chavez 

District Engineer 

Texas Department of Transportation 

Fort Worth District Office 

2501 S.W. Loop 820 at McCart Avenue 

Fort Worth, TX 76133 

 

Mark M. Brown, Ph.D. 

Architectural Historian, Historical Studies Branch 

Environmental Affairs Division 

TXDOT 

118 E. Riverside Dr. 

Austin, TX 78704 

 

Re:  Section 106 Consulting Party comments on TXDOT April 3, 2012 letter of coordination 

with THC on Interstate 35 expansion impact on Oakhurst National Register Historic 

District 

 

Dear Ms. Chavez and Dr. Brown: 

 

The Oakhurst Neighborhood Association appreciates the opportunity to comment as a consulting 

party on the impact of the expansion of Interstate 35 on the Oakhurst National Register Historic 

District.  We appreciated the opportunity to meet on February 7, 2012 with TXDOT Fort Worth 

Region staff members as well as TXDOT Austin staff members to discuss our concerns about the 

expansion project’s impact on the Oakhurst neighborhood.   

 

The comments in this letter are in reference to TXDOT’s April 3, 2012 Section 106 

consultation letter to the Texas Historical Commission and to the telephone conference call 

of April 20, 2012 requested by the THC and including THC staff, TXDOT Austin and Fort 

Worth staff, FHWA staff, and representatives of the Oakhurst Neighborhood Association. 
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As you know, the Oakhurst Neighborhood Association has worked for more than 7 years with 

TXDOT on the plans for I-35 expansion as they would affect Oakhurst.  We have always asked 

that TXDOT expand the roadway to the west, away from our historic neighborhood, listed on the 

National Register of Historic Places in 2010.  During this long period of ONA being a 

stakeholder in the plans for I-35, TXDOT has always drawn and shown plans shifting the road 

west away from the neighborhood. 

 

Our association is strongly opposed to recently announced plans to shift an expanded I-35 east 

toward our historic neighborhood to accommodate Chesapeake’s drilling site at Northside Drive 

and Mercado Drive.  We find those plans to be unacceptable.   

 

(At our July 2011 meeting with Maribel Chavez and her staff, she agreed with our suggestion that 

TXDOT should consider finding a consultant who could vet the information in Chesapeake’s 

claims about what it would cost to move or cap wells and tanks.  Attached to this letter is the 

biography of Arthur Berman, a Houston geologist and consultant for Labyrinth Consulting 

Services, Inc. (bermanae@gmail.com) whom we believe might be able to provide these services 

to TXDOT.  This is new information we have just received.) 

 

We believe that shifting I-35 toward Oakhurst will increase noise, light, and car and truck 

emissions into the neighborhood.  We believe that shifting the road east instead of west could also 

negatively impact home values for residents who live in West Oakhurst, closest to I-35. 

 

We are pleased that TXDOT has committed to using the tenets of the Dark Sky legislation to help 

mitigate road light impacts on the neighborhood, that final design prohibits high mast lighting 

systems at stations near Oakhurst, and that TXDOT has also committed to hire a registered 

landscape architect to assist with the landscape plan for the project.  While we continue to ask 

that TXDOT use the November 2010 I-35 expansion design which shifts the road west away from 

Oakhurst, this letter focuses on our comments about impact of the I-35 expansion project  on 

Oakhurst as well as noise mitigation measures.   

 

There have been several discussions with TXDOT staff about noise mitigation measures such as 

porous pavement, traffic management, alteration of horizontal or vertical alignments, buffer zones 

and noise barriers.  TXDOT holds that there is no meaningful noise mitigation measure it can 

provide which fits within its economic reasonableness framework.  After the telephone 

conference call of April 20, 2012, it appears to ONA that a noise barrier is warranted to mitigate 

noise impacts of the project on the Oakhurst Neighborhood.   

 

We continue to draw attention to the statement in TXDOT’s January 6, 2012 letter to ONA on 

page 8:  “Based on TxDOT’s analysis, a total of 12 residences in the Oakhurst Historic District 

would benefit from a barrier.”   An updated analysis by TXDOT noise specialist Ray Umscheid 

in an e-mail dated April 25, 2012 states:  “ . . . when we evaluated the receivers that we added 

the impacted area of the school to the equation as 10 benefiting receivers.  This resulted 

in a total of 25 benefiting receivers; 15 residential and 10 equivalent representing the 

school.” 

 

Please note that ONA’s position is that the noise barrier would benefit dozens of 

contributing as well as non-contributing structures in the Oakhurst Historic District.  We 

believe the noise barrier is warranted and necessary.  ONA also holds that the I-35 

expansion noise impact on the western part of the neighborhood is a deleterious impact 

on the entire neighborhood.  Already we have realtors who have potential buyers of  

mailto:bermanae@gmail.com
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Oakhurst properties in the western part of the neighborhood who are hesitant to purchase 

those homes because of the stated noise impact of I-35 expansion on the neighborhood.   

 

As stated in the April 20, 2012 conference call, TXDOT has responded to Chesapeake’s 

last minute request to shift the road and thereby save itself an estimated $60 million. The 

Oakhurst Neighborhood (Oakhurst Historic District, City Neighborhood of the year in 

2006 and 2010) is an asset to the City of Fort Worth and is part of the I-35 gateway to 

Fort Worth.   But the neighborhood will also be the bearer of new noise impacts as a 

result of TXDOT’s shifting of the expanded road.  Therefore, the Oakhurst neighborhood 

is worthy of appropriate mitigation which TXDOT has so successfully done in other 

projects such as the Southwest Parkway/Chisholm Trail Parkway project.   

 

Starting with the redesign of the Interstate 30 project in the 1980s, The City of Fort 

Worth and TXDOT established their commitment to excellent highway facilities which 

are sensitive to and respond to surrounding neighborhoods and which are designed to be 

as unobtrusive as possible to existing commercial and residential assets.  We believe the 

same can happen with the expansion of I-35 near Oakhurst.   

 

For the record of the Section 106 Consultation process, we also wanted to offer ONA’s 

comments on the following items in TXDOT’s April 3, 2012 coordination letter with the 

Texas Historical Commission: 

 

1. TXDOT comments that views out of the neighborhood were not in the 

National Register Nomination. Why would they be?  That is not necessarily 

what is put into a National Register nomination. It is not the job of the 

nomination to project out.  That is the job of the MOA/PA to look for adverse 

effects. ONA would prefer TXDOT defer to THC historians on this point. 

  

2. It is our understanding that TXDOT’s right of way has remained the same 

since I-35 was constructed but the impact on Oakhurst of what has been a 6 

lane road and what will now be a 12 lane road is much different. This is one of 

the view corridors in the city. TXDOT should consider the indirect and 

cumulative impacts outside the Oakhurst Historic District. 

  

3. On page 4 TXDOT states that the portion in the APE within the Oakhurst 

Historic district has radically changed. Unfortunately, the neighborhood could 

not control the zoning on its immediate borders so uses were put in 

subsequently that may not be the best. As for  internal vistas, the Oakhurst 

National Register district is not in a vacuum and per the regulations TXDOT 

is required to look at the impacts and effects not just in the district but to the 

district. 

  

4. On page 5, TXDOT states that the Oakhurst National Register nomination 

makes a passing reference to the isolation of the district. So, it makes a 

reference -- and TXDOT should recognize this and take it into account.  And, 

again, that is not the purpose of the National Register nomination.  The 
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nomination is not supposed to anticipate that a multi-lane, international 

highway is going to be put in next to the neighborhood. If that were the case, 

many National Register nominations would have been written much 

differently. 

 

5. On page 7, TXDOT seems to vacillate on whether the vegetation is heavy or 

not and whether it is important to shielding sound and impact. It is either 

heavy or it is not. Which one is it? 

 

TXDOT discusses how the feeling and setting outside the boundaries of the 

district don't count toward the eligibility of the district BUT that's not the 

point.  The point is:  will the activities proposed have an adverse effect on the 

Oakhurst Historic District?  TXDOT also appears to hold the position that a 

view of the road is better than a view of the motel at Northside Drive and I-35.  

It’s not clear that affected Oakhurst residents agree. 

  

The visual impacts of the proposed road may alter the design and materials 

within the Oakhurst National Register district if owners decide to try and 

mitigate the views on their own. This might result in tall fences and boarding 

up windows and other measures at the affected houses. 

  

6. On Page 8 TXDOT states that the Oakhurst Neighborhood would retain  

overall integrity with the current project design.  The question is not about 

integrity of the Oakhurst Historic District, it is about impact on the district. 

 

Also, we understand that, for purposes of air quality, Fort Worth is a non-

attainment area.  We understand that in attainment areas, the speed limit is 65 

mph.  What is the speed limit for non-attainment areas?  Why is the design 

speed 70 mph? 

 

7. Page 9:  We note that TXDOT states that most contributing resources along 

the western edge of the Oakhurst Historic District will see an increase in noise 

beyond the current impacts. 

  
 

It is important to note that ONA has always supported and continues to support expansion 

of Interstate 35.   We have long been aware of the priority this project holds for the City 

of Fort Worth and for all those affected.   

 

However, Oakhurst continues to find itself in the position of, at the last minute, having to 

entertain the possibility that the road might still be shifted toward our neighborhood to 

accommodate commercial interests.  We find that a temporary commercial interest might 

have a very permanent impact on our historic neighborhood.  That is an unacceptable 

situation and if TXDOT is committed to proceeding in that manner out of fiscal concerns, 

it should in turn address the increased consequences to Oakhurst occasioned by that 

decision.   
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As one of Fort Worth’s historic neighborhoods, Oakhurst should not be compelled to 

absorb the impacts arising out of the late stage avoidance of the Chesapeake well site. 

 

We do believe that the solution to the current noise issues posed by expansion of the I-35 

toward our neighborhood can be alleviated to a large extent by inclusion of a noise 

barrier.  We are prepared to work with TXDOT and the City of Fort Worth and all other 

partners to find a way to provide for such inclusion of this item in the final road 

expansion plan and to do so in a timely way. 
 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Ginger Bason 

President 

 

 

cc:   Honorable Wendy Davis, Texas Senate, District 10 

       Charles Boswell, Office of Senator Davis 

       Anthony Spangler, Officer of Senator Davis 

       Honorable Lon Burnam, Texas House of Representatives, District 90 

       Craig Adair, Chief of Staff, Office of Representative Burnam 

       Bill Meadows, TXDOT Commissioner 

       Honorable Betsy Price, Mayor, City of Fort Worth 

       Honorable Sal Espino,  

             Council Member, District 2, City of Fort Worth 

       Doug Wiersig, Director, City of Fort Worth Transportation & Public Works Dept. 

       Bryan Beck, City of Fort Worth Transportation & Public Works Dept. 

       James Bradbury, Attorney  

       Janice Brown, Division Administrator, Federal Highway Administration, Austin        

       Bruce Jensen, Director, Historical Studies Branch, Environmental Affairs Division, 

         TXDOT, Austin 

       Mark M. Brown, Architectural Historian, Environmental Affairs Division, 

             TXDOT, Austin 

       Mark Wolfe, Executive Director, Texas Historical Commission 

       Elizabeth Butman, Historian, Texas Historical Commission 

       Elizabeth S. Merritt, Associate General Counsel, National Trust                                      

            
  

       

 

 









 
            2501 SOUTHWEST LOOP 820 ● FORT WORTH, TX  76133 ● (817) 370-6500 

THE TEXAS PLAN 
REDUCE CONGESTION • ENHANCE SAFETY • EXPAND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY • IMPROVE AIR QUALITY 

INCREASE THE VALUE OF OUR TRANSPORTATION ASSETS 
An Equal Opportunity Employer 

March 29, 2012 
 
RE: Section 4(f) Concurrence 

IH 35W from IH 820 to IH 30  
CSJ: 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-931  
Trinity Trail along the West Fork Trinity River at IH 35W 

 
 
Mr. Dean Kuhn 
Land Agent 
Tarrant Regional Water District 
800 East Northside Drive 
Fort Worth TX 76102 
 
Dear Mr. Kuhn: 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) is initiating an Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate proposed 
improvements to a 5.4 mile section of IH 35W from IH 820 to IH 30 and includes connecting facilities 
along SH 121 and US 287 in Tarrant County, Texas. Please see the attached project location map for 
further information. 
 
The proposed improvements require realignment of the access trail connecting Nixon Street to the Fort 
Worth Trinity Trails. The Fort Worth Trinity Trails is owned by the Tarrant Regional Water District 
(TRWD) and is open to the public between 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. (normal operating hours). The trails 
consist of approximately 40 miles of existing trails along the West Fork Trinity River and its tributaries. 
The trail system connects 21 parks and numerous public facilities and attractions. 
 
A Right-of-Way Easement (ROWE) between TxDOT and TRWD for use of approximately eight additional 
acres at IH 35W would be required to construct the proposed IH 35W bridge over the West Fork Trinity 
River. The existing easements for IH 35W/SH 121 include approximately 154.5 acres. The placement of 
columns associated with the proposed IH 35W bridge requires approximately 685 feet of the access trail 
connecting Nixon Street to the Fort Worth Trinity Trail be realigned. The realignment of the existing paved 
trail will reduce the connection distance between Nixon Street and the trail by 231 feet from 685 feet to 454 
feet.  
 
Construction of the realigned trail would occur prior to closing and removing the section of trail in order to 
maintain trail access throughout construction. Should temporary closures of the paved trail be necessary for 
bridge beam placement, construction would be performed after the park’s normal operating hours and 
would not affect the trail’s use. Although the proposed project would require a ROWE from TRWD, there 
are no physical or permanent impacts to the Fort Worth Trinity Trail prohibiting the use of the trail. The 
trail realignment closely matches the preferred TRWD trail reroute option provided to TxDOT by TRWD 
on March 26, 2012. Please see the attached Ft. Worth Trinity Trail connection plan and profile sheets along 
with TRWD’s preferred reroute layout and for further information. 































Tarrant Regional Water Dlstiict

P.O. Box 4508
Fort Worth, Texas 76164

800 E. Northside Drive
Fort Worth, Texas 76102
Office: 817-335-2491
Fax: 817-877-5137

Board Members

Victor W. Henderson
Hal S. Sparks, Ill
Jack R. Stevens
Marty V. Leonard
Jim Lane

February 23, 2012

Sonja Whitehead
TxDOT DFW CDA Environmental Coordinator/Compliance Manager
2501 S.W. Loop 820
Fort Worth, Tx
Sonja.Whitehead@txdot.gov

Re: Section 4(f) Concurrence
IH 35W from IH 820 to IH 30
CSJ: 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-931
Trinity Trail System

Dear Mrs. Whitehead,

Thank you for notifying the Tarrant Regional Water District (TRWD) of the required alignment change for
the Trinity Trail System in connection with the proposed expansion of JR 35W located in Fort Worth, Texas.

Although a proposed reroute will not impact the functionality of the system, TRWD requests other
alternative routes be considered for the realignment of the recreational trail.

An onsite visit to review other options for the reroute is recommended.

Sincerely

ean Kuhn
Tarrant Regional Water District
Real Property
817-229-2565
817-335-2491







 

Appendix E 
USACE Wetland Determination Data Forms 

Waters of the U.S. Photographs 



US Army Corps of Engineers Great Plains – Interim Version

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Great Plains Region

Project/Site:
IH 35W (South) - Unnamed tributary to Little Fossil Creek (Crossing
No. 1) City/County:

Fort Worth,
Tarrant County Sampling Date: 12/18/2008

Applicant/Owner: TxDOT State: TX Sampling Point: 1

Investigator(s): ARC, RWP Section, Township, Range: T33N R57E

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Hillslope Local relief (concave, convex, none): Convex Slope (%): 3.89

Subregion (LRR): J Lat: 32.819293 Long: - 97.31319 Datum: WGS84

Soil Map Unit Name: Purves clay, 0 to 3 percent slopes NWI Classification: U - Upland

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology Significantly disturbed? Are ”Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology Naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No X Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No X Within a Wetland? Yes No X

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No X

Remarks: Sampling location does not meet any of the three wetland criteria.

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.

Tree Stratum ( Plot size: )
Absolute%

Cover
Dominant
Species?

Indicator
Status

Dominance Test worksheet:

1. Number of Dominant Species
2. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC
3. (excluding FAC-): 1 (A)
4.

0 = % Total Cover Total Number of Dominant
Sapling/Shrub Stratum ( Plot size: ) Species Across All Strata: 3 (B)
1.
2. Percent of Dominant Species
3. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 33 (A/B)
4.
5. Prevalence Index worksheet:

0 = % Total Cover Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
Herb Stratum ( Plot size: 5' radius ) OBL species 0 x 1 = 0
1. Bermudagrass (Cynodon dactylon) 70 X FACU+ FACW species 0 x 2 = 0
2. Johnsongrass (Sorghum halapense) 20 X FACU FAC species 10 x 3 = 30
3. FACU species 90 x 4 = 360
4. UPL species 0 x 5 = 0
5. Column Totals: 100 (A) 390 (B)
6.
7. Prevalence Index = B/A = 390/100 (3.9)
8.
9. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

10. Dominance Test is >50%
90 = % Total Cover Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

Woody Vine Stratum ( Plot size: 30 x 10 ft. ) Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide
1. Southern dewberry (Rubus trivialis) 10 X FAC supporting data in Remarks or on separate sheet)
2. Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

10 = % Total Cover 1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 10 be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Hydrophytic Vegetation
Present? Yes No X

Remarks: Vegetation does not meet hydrophytic vegetation criterion.



US Army Corps of Engineers Great Plains – Interim Version

SOIL Sampling Point: 1

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type1 Loc2 Texture Remarks

0-16 7.5YR 4/2 95 Clay
5 percent is composed of
gravel

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

Histols (A1) Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR 1, J)
Histic Epipedon (A2) Sandy Redox (S5) Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H)
Black Histic (A3) Stripped Matrix (S6) Dark Surface (S7) (LRR G)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) High Plains Depressions (F16)
Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) (LRR H outside of MLRA 72 & 73)
1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR F, G, H) Depleted Matrix (F3) Reduced Vertic (F18)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Redox Dark Surface (F6) Red Parent Material (TF2)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Depleted Dark Surface (F7) Other (Explain in Remarks)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
2.5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H) High Plains Depressions (F16) wetland hydrology must be present,
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR F) (MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H) unless disturbed or problematic

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No X

Remarks: Hydric soil indicators were not observed.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply) Secondary Indictors (minimum of two required)

Surface Water (A1) Salt Crust (B11) Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
High Water Table (A2) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)
Saturation (A3) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) Drainage Patterns (B10)
Water Marks (B1) Dry-Season Water Table (C2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)
Sediment Deposits (B2) Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living (where tilled)
Drift Deposits (B3) Roots (C3) (where not tilled) Crayfish burrows (C8)
Agal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Iron Deposits (B5) Thin Muck Surface (C7) Geomorphic Position (D2)
Inundation Visible on Aerial Other (Explain in Remarks) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Imagery (B7) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F)
Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No X Depth (inches): NA
Water Table Present? Yes No X Depth (inches): NA
Saturation Present? Yes No X Depth (inches): NA Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No X
(includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks: No primary or secondary hydrology indicators were present.



US Army Corps of Engineers Great Plains – Interim Version

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Great Plains Region

Project/Site:
IH 35W (South) - Unnamed Tributary to Little Fossil Creek
(Crossing No. 1) City/County:

Fort Worth,
Tarrant County Sampling Date: 12/18/2008

Applicant/Owner: TxDOT State: TX Sampling Point: 2

Investigator(s): ARC, RWP Section, Township, Range: T33N R57E

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Terrace Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave Slope (%): 3.89

Subregion (LRR): J Lat: 32.819288 Long: - 97.313159 Datum: WGS84

Soil Map Unit Name: Purves clay, 0 to 3 percent slopes NWI Classification: PEM1 - Palustrine, Emergent, Persistent

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology Significantly disturbed? Are ”Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology Naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No Within a Wetland? Yes X No

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No

Remarks: Sampling location meets all three of the wetland criteria.

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.

Tree Stratum ( Plot size: )
Absolute%

Cover
Dominant
Species?

Indicator
Status

Dominance Test worksheet:

1. Number of Dominant Species
2. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC
3. (excluding FAC-): 2 (A)
4.

0 = % Total Cover Total Number of Dominant
Sapling/Shrub Stratum ( Plot size: ) Species Across All Strata: 2 (B)
1.
2. Percent of Dominant Species
3. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100 (A/B)
4.
5. Prevalence Index worksheet:

0 = % Total Cover Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
Herb Stratum ( Plot size: 5' radius ) OBL species x 1 =
1. Spikerush (Eleocharis sp.) 50 X OBL FACW species x 2 =
2. Southern cattail (Typha domingensis) 20 X OBL FAC species x 3 =
3. Curly dock (Rumex crispus) 5 FACW FACU species x 4 =
4. Johnsongrass(Sorghum halapense) 5 FACU UPL species x 5 =
5. Bermudagrass (Cynodon dactylon) 5 FACU+ Column Totals: (A) (B)
6.
7. Prevalence Index = B/A =
8.
9. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

10. X Dominance Test is >50%
85 = % Total Cover Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

Woody Vine Stratum ( Plot size: ) Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide
1. supporting data in Remarks or on separate sheet)
2. Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)

0 = % Total Cover 1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum                15 be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

Hydrophytic Vegetation
Present? Yes X No

Remarks: Vegetation meets hydrophytic vegetation criterion.



US Army Corps of Engineers Great Plains – Interim Version 

 
SOIL Sampling Point: 2 

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth  Matrix  Redox Features   
 (inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture  Remarks  

 0-16  7.5YR 3/1  90  7.5YR 4/4  5  C  M  Clay  
5 percent is composed of 
gravel  

                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.                     2Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
  Histols (A1)  Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR 1, J) 
  Histic Epipedon (A2)  Sandy Redox (S5)  Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (LRR F, G, H) 
  Black Histic (A3)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Dark Surface (S7) (LRR G) 
  Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)  High Plains Depressions (F16) 
  Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR F)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)     (LRR H outside of MLRA 72 & 73) 
  1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR F, G, H)  Depleted Matrix (F3)  Reduced Vertic (F18) 
  Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) X Redox Dark Surface (F6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 
  Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7)  Other (Explain in Remarks) 
  Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)  Redox Depressions (F8)  3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
  2.5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S2) (LRR G, H)  High Plains Depressions (F16)     wetland hydrology must be present, 
  5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3) (LRR F)     (MLRA 72 & 73 of LRR H)     unless disturbed or problematic 

Restrictive Layer (if present): 
 Type:    
 Depth (inches):   Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No   

Remarks: Soils meet hydric soil criterion. 
 
 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)  Secondary Indictors (minimum of two required) 

 X Surface Water (A1)  Salt Crust (B11)  Surface Soil Cracks (B6) 
  High Water Table (A2)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 
 X Saturation (A3)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)      Drainage Patterns (B10) 
  Water Marks (B1)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2)  Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3) 
  Sediment Deposits (B2)  Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living       (where tilled) 
  Drift Deposits (B3)     Roots (C3) (where not tilled) X Crayfish burrows (C8) 
 X Agal Mat or Crust (B4)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
  Iron Deposits (B5)  Thin Muck Surface (C7)  Geomorphic Position (D2) 
  Inundation Visible on Aerial   Other (Explain in Remarks) X FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
     Imagery (B7)    Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7) (LRR F) 
  Water-Stained Leaves (B9)     

Field Observations:  
Surface Water Present?  Yes X No  Depth (inches): 0   
Water Table Present?  Yes  No X Depth (inches): NA   
Saturation Present?  Yes X No  Depth (inches): 0 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No   
 (includes capillary fringe)   
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:   

Remarks: Hydrology criterion met. 

 



 

IH 35W Environmental Assessment                                 APPENDIX E 
CSJ Nos. 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-931 

 
      Photo No. 1 – Facing northerly at Crossing No. 1. 

 

 
      Photo No. 2 – Facing northwesterly at the wetland area at Crossing No. 1. 

 

Wetland Area 

Culvert 

Wetland Area 



 

IH 35W Environmental Assessment                                  APPENDIX E 
CSJ Nos. 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-931 

 
      Photo No. 3 -  Facing southwesterly at Crossing No. 1. 

 

 
      Photo No. 4 – Wetland Data Points at Crossing No. 1. 

 

Waters of the U.S.  
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IH 35W Environmental Assessment                                  APPENDIX E 
CSJ Nos. 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-931 

 
      Photo No. 5 – Algal mat (primary wetland hydrology indicator) in the wetland area at  
      Crossing No. 1. 

 

 
      Photo No. 6 – Crawfish burrow (secondary wetland hydrology indicator) in the 

wetland area at Crossing No. 1. 

Wetland Area 

Wetland Area 



 

IH 35W Environmental Assessment                                  APPENDIX E 
CSJ Nos. 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-931 

 
      Photo No. 7 – Facing north-northeasterly at the culvert of Crossing No. 1. 

 

 
      Photo No. 8 – Facing northeasterly at Crossing No. 2. 

 

Wetland Area 

Culvert 



 

IH 35W Environmental Assessment                                  APPENDIX E 
CSJ Nos. 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-931 

 
      Photo No. 9 – Facing southerly at Crossing No. 2. 

 

 
      Photo No. 10 – Facing northeasterly at Crossing No. 3. 

 



 

IH 35W Environmental Assessment                                  APPENDIX E 
CSJ Nos. 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-931 

 
      Photo No. 11 – Facing northeasterly at Crossing No. 3. 

 

 
      Photo No. 12 – Facing north-northeasterly at Crossing No. 4. 

 



 

IH 35W Environmental Assessment                                  APPENDIX E 
CSJ Nos. 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-931 

 
      Photo No. 13 – Cliff swallows’ nest underneath the bridge structure at  
      Crossing No. 4. 

 

 
      Photo No. 14 – Facing easterly at Crossing No. 4. 

 

Cliff swallows’ nests 



 

IH 35W Environmental Assessment                                  APPENDIX E 
CSJ Nos. 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-931 

 
      Photo No. 15 – Drift deposits on bridge structure at Crossing No. 4. 

 

 
      Photo No. 16 – Facing northerly at a boat ramp at Crossing No. 4. 

 

Drift deposits 



 

IH 35W Environmental Assessment                                  APPENDIX E 
CSJ Nos. 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-931 

 
      Photo No. 17 – Boat tie-in at the boat ramp at Crossing No. 4. 

 

 
      Photo No. 18 – Facing easterly at Crossing No. 5. 

 

Boat tie-ins 



 

IH 35W Environmental Assessment                                  APPENDIX E 
CSJ Nos. 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-931 

 
      Photo No. 19 – Facing westerly at Crossing No. 5. 

 

 
      Photo No. 20 – Facing easterly at Crossing No. 5. 

 



 

IH 35W Environmental Assessment                                  APPENDIX E 
CSJ Nos. 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-931 

 
      Photo No. 21 – Facing westerly at Crossing No. 5. 

 

 
      Photo No. 22 – Facing north-northwesterly at Crossing No. 5. 

 



 

IH 35W Environmental Assessment                                  APPENDIX E 
CSJ Nos. 0014-16-179 and 0014-16-931 

 
      Photo No. 23 – Facing northwesterly at Crossing No. 5. 
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Residential 
12.0%

Commercial/Industrial  
16.7%

Infrastructure 
4.4%

Vacant/Parkland  
65.8%

Other 
1.1%

ROUTE LIMITS COST

IH 35W (Seg 3C) Eagle Parkway to US 81/US 287 $377,000,000

IH 35W (Seg 3B) US 81/US 287 to IH 820 $301,000,000

IH 35W (Seg 3A) IH 820 to IH 30 $668,000,000

US 287 (Seg 3A) IH 35W to IH 30 cost included above

POPULATION PROFILE
Population 36,623
Number of Households 11,826
Population Below Poverty 17.5%
Population over 65 7.3%
African American 14.3%
Hispanic 39.3%
Asian/Pacific Islander 2.4%
American Indian/Native 
Alaskan

1.1%

Total Minority 58.1%

MAJOR EMPLOYERS

Tarrant County Courts 3,085

USPS 2,500

BNSF 2,500

Fort Worth Police Dept. 1,596

New Breed Logistics 1,432

Ben E. Keith 1,404

City of Fort Worth 951

UPS 942

TEXAS
SENATE

TEXAS HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES

UNITED STATES 
CONGRESS

Wendy Davis-10 Tan Parker-63 Kay Granger-12

Jane Nelson-12 Lon Burnam-90 Michael C. Burgess-26

Marc Veasey-95

Vicki Truitt-98

Charlie Geren-99

The North Tarrant Express project on IH 35W will expand general purpose lanes
and construct new HOV/managed toll lanes from Eagle Parkway in the north to
IH 30 in downtown Fort Worth.

Corridor Information

Demographic Information Within One Mile of Corridor

SUBWATERSHED NAME REF COMPOSITE SCORE

Marine Creek-West Fork Trinity River 16

Big Bear Creek 16

Whites Branch-Big Fossil Creek 17

Sycamore Creek-West Fork Trinity River 19

Henrietta Creek 20

Headwaters Elizabeth Creek 20

Land Use

NCTCOG Regional Ecosystem Framework Score* (Range: 14 - 37)

*Lower REF score indicates less resource vulnerability, higher score indicates more resource vulnerability.

Project Description

Source: NCTCOG Employment Database, 2010

Source: Census 2000

Roadway Corridor Fact Sheet 4
North Tarrant Express: Segments 3A, 3B, and 3C

EPA’s Regional Ecosystem 
Assessment Protocol 
Ecological Importance 
Layer is composed of 
Diversity, Rarity, and 
Sustainability Layers. More 
information at 
www.nctcog.org/traces.

1 – Lowest Ecological Importance

2 – Medium-low Ecological Importance

3 – Medium Ecological Importance

4 – Medium-high Ecological Importance

5 – High Ecological Importance

Legend

GISSTData_NEWHUCS
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RURAL PROJECTSFY 2013 (SEPT - AUG) 

DISTRICT COUNTY CSJ HWY PHASE CITY PROJECT SPONSOR YOE COST

FORT WORTH DISTRICT PROJECTS
FY 2011-2014 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Funding by Share: $722,740,000

FORT WORTH TARRANT 0014-16-179 IH 35W C,R FORT WORTH TXDOT-FORT WORTH $752,740,000
IH 820

RECONSTRUCT IH 35W TO 4/6 LANES WITH 4 CONCURRENT MANAGED LANES FROM IH 820 
TO SH 121 AND DISCONTINUOUS 4 LANE FRONTAGE ROADS WITH AUXILIARY/TURN LANES 
AND RECONSTRUCT IH 35W TO 8 LANES WITH 2 CONCURRENT MANAGED LANES FROM SH 
121 TO IH 30 AND 4 DISCONTINUOUS FRONTAGE ROAD LANES WITH AUXILIARY/TURN 
LANES, AND RECONSTRUCT US 287 AND ADD MANAGED LANE CONNECTIONS
REVISE SCOPE AND FUNDING; AND INCLUDES $30M CAT 12 AS A CONTINGENCY LOAN 
FROM SH 183 AND LOOP 9; LOCAL CONTRIBUTION TO BE PAID BY CDA PARTNER

IH 30
06/2012LIMITS FROM:

TIP 
DESCRIPTION:

REMARKS:

LIMITS TO:
REV DATE:

Total Project Cost Information:

Construction: $615,000,000

Preliminary Engineering: $4,352,840

Construction Engineering $4,352,840

Contingencies: $7,995,012

Indirects: $5,676,459

Total Project Cost: $775,117,151

Right Of Way: $137,740,000

Bond Financing: $0

TXDOT ROW,3,12FUNDING CATEGORY:

  

Cost of
Approved
Phases:

$752,740,000

54102MPO PROJECT ID:

Authorized Funding by Category/Share:

$137,740,000TXDOT ROW:

Category 12: $186,000,000
Category 3 - Local 
Contribution:

$399,000,000

Federal State Regional Local
Local

Contribution
Funding

By Category
$110,192,000

$148,800,000

$0

$27,548,000

$37,200,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$399,000,000

$258,992,000 $64,748,000 $0 $0 $399,000,000

Project History:

FT1-52.10.1, FT1-5.60.1, FT1-
5.50.2, FT1-5.50.1

MTP REFERENCE:

Funding by Share: $3,271,517

FORT WORTH TARRANT 0902-48-680 CS C,E,R FORT WORTH TXDOT-FORT WORTH $3,271,517
SH 10; ON PRECINCT LINE ROAD

WIDEN FROM 2 LANES TO 4 LANE DIVIDED

REVISE FUNDING; COMBINE CSJ 0902-48-793, CSJ 0902-48-539, AND CSJ 0902-48-680 AS TIP 
CODE 20048; ASSOCIATED WITH TIP 11547/CSJ 0902-48-980; LOCAL CONTRIBUTION PAID BY 
FORT WORTH

NORTH OF TRAMMEL DAVIS
06/2012LIMITS FROM:

TIP 
DESCRIPTION:
REMARKS:

LIMITS TO:
REV DATE:

Total Project Cost Information:

Construction: $1,770,042

Preliminary Engineering: $1,001,475

Construction Engineering $125,847

Contingencies: $50,491
Indirects: $169,234

Total Project Cost: $3,617,089

Right Of Way: $500,000

Bond Financing: $0

10,3FUNDING CATEGORY:

  

Cost of
Approved
Phases:

$3,271,517

20048MPO PROJECT ID:

WAS PREVIOUSLY LISTED AS TIP 52528

Authorized Funding by Category/Share:

$1,001,475Category 10:

Category 3 - Local 
Contribution:

$2,270,042

Federal State Regional Local
Local

Contribution
Funding

By Category
$801,180

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$200,295

$0

$0

$2,270,042

$801,180 $0 $0 $200,295 $2,270,042

Project History:

RSA1-120.1MTP REFERENCE:

FY 2013 Total YOE Cost of Approved Phases: $756,011,517
FY 2013 Total Authorized Funding by Share: $726,011,517
FY 2013 Total Authorized Funding by Category: $726,011,517

PHASE:  C=CONSTRUCTION, E = ENGINEERING, R = ROW, T = TRANSFER
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RURAL PROJECTSAPPENDIX D

DISTRICT COUNTY CSJ HWY PHASE CITY PROJECT SPONSOR

FORT WORTH DISTRICT PROJECTS
FY 2011-2014 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

FORT WORTH TARRANT 0014-16-268 IH 35W C,E,R FORT WORTH TXDOT-FORT WORTH
IH 820

WIDEN 4/6/8 TO 8 LANES WITH COLLECTOR DISTRIBUTOR INTERMITTENT AUXILIARY 
LANES AND 2 TO 2/3 DISCONTINUOUS FRONTAGE ROAD CONNECTIONS FROM IH 820 TO 
SH 183 ON EACH SIDE, 2 TO 2/3/4 FRONTAGE ROADS FROM SH 183 TO SH 121 ON EACH 
SIDE, AND 2 TO 2/3 DISCONTINUOUS FRONTAGE ROADS FROM SH 121 TO IH 30 ON EACH 
SIDE AND RECONSTRUCT SH 121 INTERCHANGE
REVISE SCOPE

IH 30
06/2012LIMITS FROM:

TIP 
DESCRIPTION:

REMARKS:

LIMITS TO:
REV DATE:

FT1-5.50.1, FT1-5.50.2, IN1-
5.11.1, FT1-5.60.1

2035 MTP REFERENCE:
54109MPO PROJECT ID:

Project History:

  

PHASE:  C=CONSTRUCTION, E = ENGINEERING, R = ROW, T = TRANSFER
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Comparison of Pedestrian Bridge Alternatives Crossing IH 35W

Existing 
Pedestrian Bridge

Proposed 
Pedestrian Bridge

Existing Luella Street 
Vehicular Bridge

Proposed Luella Street 
Improvements

Quantitative Data

Travel Distance* 2,885 ft
(1,989-ft path + 896-ft bridge)

3,298 ft
(1,989-ft path + 1,309-ft 

bridge)
1,089 ft 1,089 ft

Time of Travel (20 minutes / mile) 10.9 minutes 12.5 minutes 4.1 minutes 4.1 minutes

Cost of Improvements N/A $554,400 N/A Approximately $1,200,000

Pedestrian Usage/Counts** 7 pedestrians Estimated 7 pedestrians 661 pedestrians Estimated 661 pedestrians

Elevation Above IH 35W 28 feet 55 feet 22 feet 24 feet

Public Safety Data

FWHA/Police Department Safety 
Assessment

provides remote locations for 
predators

provides remote locations for 
predators

provides safety lighting 
and at-grade pathways

provides safety lighting 
and at-grade pathways 

FWHA/Police Department Crime 
Assessment

problem because it is an easy 
escape route for criminals

provides remote locations for 
criminals

provides safety lighting and 
frequently patrolled by police - 
reduces potential for criminal 

activity

provides safety lighting and 
frequently patrolled by police - 
reduces potential for criminal 

activity

Qualitative Data

Connectivity
connects two isolated, unsafe 
locations; encourages illegal 
crossing of railroad tracks 

and yard

would continue to connect 
two isolated, unsafe locations 

and encourage illegal 
crossing of railroad tracks 

and yard

allows connection to 
downtown Fort Worth 

under the railroad tracks 

allows connection to 
downtown Fort Worth 

under the railroad tracks and 
connects to existing trail 

network

Illumination/Proposed Lighting no yes yes yes

Benefits N/A

- separation from vehicles
- easy to access from Butler 

Housing
- increased safety and 

reduction in criminal activitiy

N/A

- trail enhancement beyond 
project area

- easy to access from Butler 
Housing and IM Terrell school

- increased safety and 
reduction in criminal activity

* Travel distance was determined from a point in front of the Butler Meeting Room to the store on the west side of IH 35W.
** Actual pedestrian counts provided by the Texas Transportation Institute and collected from 7am to 7pm on November 5 and November 10, 2011. 
   Estimated counts for proposed bridges assumed to be equal to existing counts.
Note: Elevation reported is greatest distance between the bridge and IH 35W.

Preliminary - Subject to Change 1/25/2012



Comparison of Pedestrian Bridge Alternatives Crossing US 287

Existing 
Pedestrian Bridge

Proposed 
Pedestrian Bridge

Existing Cypress 
Street Vehicular Bridge

Proposed Cypress 
Street Improvements

Quantitative Data

Travel Distance 1,473 ft
(986-ft path + 487-ft bridge)

2,302 ft
(986-ft path + 1,316-ft bridge) 2,485 ft 2,485 ft

Time of Travel (20 minutes / mile)* 5.6 minutes 8.7 minutes 9.4 minutes 9.4 minutes

Cost of Improvements N/A $679,800 N/A approximately $700,000

Pedestrian Usage/Counts** 37 pedestrians estimated 37 pedestrians 30 pedestrians estimated 30 pedestrians

Elevation Above US 287 20 feet 31 feet 21 feet 26 feet

Public Safety Data

FWHA/Police Department Safety 
Assessment

steep grade

higher elevation increases 
safety risk (more difficult for 

first responders to access and 
remove victims)

provides safety lighting 
and at-grade pathways

provides safety lighting 
and at-grade pathways

FHWA/Police Department Crime 
Assessment

unobserved rear entry to 
housing development; bridge 

makes catching burglars 
more difficult

higher than current bridge 
and less likely to be used for 

legitimate purposes

provides safety lighting and 
frequently patrolled by police - 
reduces potential for criminal 

activity

provides safety lighting and 
frequently patrolled by police - 
reduces potential for criminal 

activity

Qualitative Data

Connectivity
connects to Bertha Collins 
Community Center which is 

open for limited hours; 
connects to Harmon Park

connects to Bertha Collins 
Community Center which is 

open for limited hours; 
connects to Harmon Park

connects Butler and IM Terrell 
school to Bertha Collins 

Community Center, Harmon 
Park and trail system 

connects Butler and IM Terrell 
school to Bertha Collins 

Community Center, Harmon 
Park and trail system

Illumination/Proposed Lighting no yes yes yes

Benefits N/A

- separation from vehicles
- direct access to park and 

community center
- increased safety and 

reduction in criminal activity 

N/A

- trail enhancement beyond 
project area

- easy to access from Butler 
Housing and IM Terrell school

- increased safety and 
reduction in criminal activity

* Travel distance was determined from a point in front of the Butler Meeting Room to the Bertha Collins Community Center.
** Actual pedestrian counts provided by the Texas Transportation Institute and collected from 7am to 7pm on November 5 and November 10, 2011.
    Estimated counts assumed to be equal to existing counts.
Note: Elevation reported is greatest distance between the bridge and US 287.

Preliminary - Subject to Change 1/25/2012
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